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GENESIS AND APPROACH 
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REVIEW OF SUBMISSIONS 
OTHER DATA SOURCES 

FORM OF THIS REPORT 
NEED FOR SPEEDY RESOLUTION 


Appointment 


This |\Gommission derives its statutory authority 
Proms! he Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto Act, 
section 249, subsection L’0f which provides uthat. 
upon the recommendation of the Minister, the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council may issue a commission to inquire 
ImtO the aitairs of “the Metropolitan COFr poration Om a4 
local board thereof, and any matter connected therewith. 
That subsection provides further that the commissioner - 
has the powers under Part II of the Public taguicies 
Act, L9/1L, which Pare applies to the anquiny aomitee 
were ah dnquiry wnder that Act. 

The, Genesisvore this. Commission vis found two 
Orders~-in-Council, both emanating from recommendations 
made by the Honourable Thomas L. Wells, Minister of Inter- 
governmental Arfairs for Ontario... These Orders are, more 
parte cuvear Ly: 

(1) Order-in-Council numbered OC-1805/80, approved 

by Her Honour the Lieutenant Governor, dated 

June 24, 1980; and 
(2) -@rder-in=Council numbered \0C-2184/60, sapprovea by 

His Honour the Administrator of the Government 

of the Province of Ontario, dated August lL, lose. 

By Virtuevor the initial jOrder=in-Counci |) (une 4e 1980) 
the Commission was to consist of me who was to be Chairman 
of the Commission, two members to be appointed by Order- 


in-Council following the recommendation of the City Or 


a) 


Toronto, and two members to be appointed by Order-in- 
Council following the recommendation of the Municipality 
of Metropolitan Toronto. 

Two persons were identified by the City of Toronto 
and recommended for appointment. On July 21, 1980, 
Toronto City Council recommended that Mrs. Isabel 
Bassett and Rabbi Gunther Plaut be appointed to the 
Commission. 

The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto did not 
see fit to recommend appointees to the then proposed 
five-person Commission. 

Ultimately, the amendatory Order-in-Council 
(wuaoust 1, 1980), provided tor the Commission to. consist 
of me as the sole Commissioner. The same Order expressly 
conferred upon me the powers of a commission under Part II 


ofiThe Public Inquiries Act, 1941. 


WY 


First Independent Study 


The subject of this Inguiry is a matter of 
longstanding controversy, standing longer than I 
believe most would think. In 1894, Toronto Alderman Crawford 
and his parks committee recommended that all Island 
residential leases be terminated at maturity and not 
renewed and that the houses be removed to make way 
for parkland to serve the needs of the "rapidly 
growing city". Subsequent residential development 
flourished and later shrank to its current size 


under the aegis of Metropolitan Toronto. 


This is not the first time that the topic has 
been studied. Numerous reports, recommendations and 
positions, pointing in one direction or another, 
particulars of which are contained in this Report, 
have received a great deal of public exposure. 
"Facts and figures" in support of one or another 
stance were recited in the media from time to time. 
These data were often inconsistent with and sometimes 
downright contradictory of other information. Not 
surprisingly, the slant was commonly dictated, as was 
the method of presentation, by the source which was 


usually partisan. 


Not long into the inquiry, I formed an impression, 
and it is now my belief, that many of those who have 
adopted a stand, whichever way, have done so without 
the benefit of adequate and reliable facts. Emotion 
has not infrequently outweighed reason. Political 
considerations have stood in the way of sensible action. 
This has been the climate. 

Some might say that the appointment of this 
Commission represented an unwarranted intrusion by 
the Provincial Government into local autonomy. I 
would disagree. Events over the past couple of years, 
details of which appear later, have brought a simmering 
debates aimostgiaf-notato,.boidingn point .vePhesHonourable 
Thomas L. Wells, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
has tried valiantly to mediate and arrange a viable 
solution with which the principals could live. Despite 
his efforts, this has not yet been possible. Amongst 
Others, two local governments (the City of Toronto and 
the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto) are at odds. 
There is even a marked division within the membership 


of each of their Councils on the Islands residential issue. 


The senior government, in these circumstances and in 

my view, had the right, indeed a responsibility, to 

do everything it reasonably could to prevent what was 
surely ancollision: course’ and ov the ugliness that 
would accompany it. The eovertene Of> Ontarioyo rn 
issuing thiss Commission ,vtookia step in seeking to 

sort out the competing interests in an orderly way. 

The Cruth Is@thattuhereinassnot been Guntei: che 
appointment of this Commission, a full and independent > 
and public anquigysinto theo Toronto! Tstands residencral 
conundrum. To determine what are the relevant issues 
and to isolate hard facts from unsupported allegations 
should go a long way to enhance the chances that cooler 
heads will prevail. An independent study was necessary 


and advisable at*this’ time. 


On a personal note, I had no special knowledge of 
the situation. My information was that of the average 
citizen who pays reasonable attention to media produce. 
With no preconceived “notions, £ felt comtorcable in 
accepting the appointment, albeit somewhat intimidated 
by those who would suggest and the real fear that mine 
would be an impossible and thankless mission. It was 
like being thrown into a préssure cooker ebout to 


explode. 


I have no trouble stating and do so here 
categorically that the appointing Government gave 
mesno: direction ~~ Thesanesponsibilaty for all,of 


the recommendations rests with me alone. 


Terms Of Reference 

My mandate, as specified in both Orders-in-Council, 
is "to inquire into the appropriate future use of the 
lands on Algonquin Island and wears Island in the City 
of Toronto;- that on the 19th day of October, -1979.,, were 
occupied and used for residential purposes. 

Having seen the skeleton acquire flesh over the 
past several months, I am able to clothe the *terms of 
reference for those who must and others who wish to 
read this, Report. 

The total area of the Toronto Islands complex 
bs. 37 excess 0£f SO00macres. Subtracting chose 
Lands ‘set ‘aside for the Toronto Teland Airpore, 
the Toronto Islands consist of approximately 612 
acres. 

Two residential communities remain, both in 
the eastern regions of the Islands: Ward's and 
Algonquin. 

The Ward's community sits on 12.03 acres and 
is. actually on the main island -(Gentre).— The 
Algonquin community is on a separate island by that 
name and takes up 20.94 acres. “ln stotal, enererore: 
the residential portion of thesistands comprsces 
some 33 acres. A bridge connects Algonquin to the 
area known as Ward's Island. 


There are, at this time, 252 remaining 


residences: 147 on Ward's and 105 on Algonquin Island. 
Two of the houses on Algonquin Island are in the 
"possession" of Metropolitan Toronto and are boarded 
up. 

As can be seen from the above figures, there is 
a greater density of housing on Ward's: 147 residences 
On i2suo ccres, Conparea to 105 om 20794 acres at 
Pago tsldand.s his as a reflection of the Lot 
size. On Ward's the lots are generally 40 feet by 
45 feet whereas on Algonquin Island the lot sizes are 
50 feet by 100 feet. 

A total of 623 people reside on the Islands, the 
great majority of them (538) on a year-round basis, 
according to a survey conducted in October, 1980. 

That represents the picture in microcosm. 

Anyone knowing the recent history of the subject 
matter of this inguiry will know that the terms of 
reference could well be phrased in another way: 
"Should the Island residents be allowed to remain?" 
faeet Ls the “bottom Line” question and is, of course, 
addressed. 

What is the significance of the date (October 19, 
1979) inserted in the terms of reference? That is the 
date upon which Bill 153 (predecessor to Bill 5) was 


introduced in the Legislature. So far as I can ascertain 


10 


from having heard the evidence, the situation from that 
date to the present has not changed in any material way. 
Such being the case, I do not attach any special signi- 
ficance, for the purposes of this Commission, to the 


date expressed. 


am 


Bicycle Tour 

Before the public hearings commenced, I wanted 
to give myself the advantage of seeing personally the 
"lay of the land" at Toronto Islands. It was important 
for me to be able to place in visual perspective the 
evidence I would be hearing. With this in mind, on 
Friday, August 8, 1980, I travelled by ferry to Centre 
Island and rented a bicycle to tour the Toronto Island 
Park and the residential communities. 

In keeping with my efforts to conduct the business 
of the Commission in public, members of the media were 


alerted and a good number of them joined me on the tour. 


At times, it resembled a parade. 


The journey took us past a good portion of the 
park and through every residential street on both 
Ward's and Algonquin Islands. I was careful to 
look only and not to form conclusions at such an 
early point. 

I am able to say, now in retrospect, that the 
tour endowed me with a valuable experience which 
has helped me better to understand and digest the 


testimony which followed. 
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Procedures 


While I had certain ideas of my own regarding 


how the Commission should conduct its business, I 


wanted to afford the opportunity to those who wished 


to avail themselves of it to make submissions before 


the procedures were settled. 


A meeting for the purpose of settling the pro- 


cedures was, with advance public notice, held at the 


Medical Sciences Building Auditorium, University of 


Toronto, on Thursday, August 14, 1980, commencing at 


10300 “acm. 


On that date, submissions were made by the 


following persons: 


(1) 


(2) 


(6) 


(7) 


(8) 


George Hislop, Esq. 


Joni -Breyatr, -ESqs 
appearing on behalf of the Toronto Redevelopment 
Advisory Council 


His Worship Mayor John Sewell, 
Cy Of. LOronto 


Campbell Atkinson, Esq. 


John Rook, Esq., 
Counsel for =the -Ci ty" of Sroronto 


Peter Atkinson, ESsq., 
Counsel for the Residents of Toronto Islands 


sean Goetz~-Gadon, Esq. 

appearing on behalf of the Federation of Metro 
Tenants Associations and the Metro Tenant Legal 
Services 


Henry ‘Einarson, Esq. 
appearing on behalf of the Ward 6 Community Organization 


Ms. Penny Lawler 
appearing on behalf of the Mainland-Island Support 
Coalition 


By statute and by expression in Cabinet Order, 
the Commission was given the powers of a commission 
under Part PIice gihe sPublbic  inguie tes AGOr ghOTRs That 
Part conferred upon me certain powers, the essential ones 
of which (see section 7) enabled me to require persons 
by summons to give evidence on oath OF -afiinmatiom, 
and to produce in evidence such documents and things as 
I might specify, relevant to the subject matter of the 
FNGUEEY 

I directed my attention to the other portions of 
The Public Inguiraes Act; 19/1, more specitically Pare. 

b ana ire. 

Part Iii deals with such matters as warrants mai or (jae 
apprehension of witnesses, appointment of investigators, 
search warrants and removal of documents... It was clear 
that I did not and could not have the powers enumerated 
in Part III. The statute, by express provision (see section 


15), makes them available only by Cabinet declaration. Such 


a declaration was not present in this case. (As it happened, 


never was there a suggestion that any of the powers listed 
in Part III was either necessary Sh. aan eae for the proper 
discharge of the responsibilities of the Commission.) 

Part -b of the Achucontains: ia mumberisor perevaistone 
dealing variously with procedures, hearings and individual 
rights. Unlike the situation with Part: LDP, theressoeve 
exclusionary clause (Similar to section 15) ween would 


require a,Cabinet declaration to make the, provistenseas 
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Patios apes yees the. statute.1s silent.on,that. scores 
Under the circumstances, as a matter of legislative 
construction, I adopted the posture that I was not pre- 
cluded from borrowing selected sections from Part I to 
use aS guidelines. Sections 3, 4 and 5 were felt to be 
noteworthy for my purposes, and they are conveniently 
described in reverse order. 

Section 5 requires that a Commission accord to 
any person who satisfies it that he has a substantial and 
direct interest in the subject matter,of its inguiry an 
Opportunity during the inquiry to give evidence and to 
call and examine or to cross examine witnesses personally 
or by his counsel on evidence relevant to his interest 
(see subsection 1). 

Section 4 provides that all hearings on an inquiry 
are open to the public, with limited exceptions which are 
Specified. -.ingjcamerashearings.are.permissible,only where 
the commission is of the opinion that matters involving 
public security may be disclosed at the hearing; or 
intimate financial or personal matters or other matters 
may be disclosed at the hearing that are of such a nature, 
having regard to the circumstances, that the desirability 
of avoiding disclosure thereof in the interest of any person 
affected or in the public interest outweighs the desira- 
bility of adhering to the principle that hearings be open 


to the public. 


dis, 
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section 3° places (subject to sections 4%and’5) 7 the 
conduct of and the procedure to be followed on an inquiry 
under™the control and diréction of the Commrssion. ~6iven 
my mandate and the time constraints, it was absolutely 
vital-that. Pf maintain controliand direction of the con=— 
duct and» procedure of “the inquiry. “Gunite t apart rrom any 
authority conferred by section 3, I was of the view that 
such powers inherently belonged to me. 

the-subject™ matter or the inquiry-1s-one tnat tor 
Many years has been rife with controversy. It is virtually 
impossible to find a person without an opinion of one sort 
Or another. Viewpoints are almost invariably strongly held 
and usually fixed. Each of the three local English dailies 
have taken editorial stands. Court proceedings of various 
types at all levels have seen a see-saw battle over the 
years and, indeed, even as this Commissior was sitting, 
therewas Outstanding litigation. At the municipal level, 
there was a political impasse, to the extent that reso- 
lution was not in sight. Risks of confrontation were 
great in an unstable situation with built-in antagonism 
and emotions. running highs For these reasons, even before 
inviting submissions regarding procedures, I had reached 
the. conclusion that there: ‘wowlkd “be well-publicized hearings 
and that all of them would be open to the media and to the 
public. Looking at the provisions of section 4 of the 
Act as a guideline, I could not conceive that any matters 


involving public security would arise or that intimate 


financial or personal matters or other matters of the 
kind contemplated by the section would be disclosed so 
as to outweigh the desirability of keeping the hearings 
open to the public. 

To close the hearings was, in my opinion, to under- 
mine the Commission. 

A decision was made to hold two types of public 
hearings which I describe as "informal" and "formal". 

Informal hearings were to take place in the evenings 
so that members of the public who wished to make submissions 
could do so with a minimum, of inconvenience. It was my 
feeling that the airing of the issues involved could 
fairly be limited geographically to Metropolitan Toronto. 
I invited submissions to the contrary, but none were put 
fFonward.). Accondingly<4)decided that..informal. hearings 
would be located in representative locations within Metro- 
POL tan, Toronto.. 

Mine was essentially a fact-finding mission. Facts 
and figures had been recited in support of various positions 
taken and in many instances these data were inconsistent 
and some even contradictory. It appeared important that 
formal hearings for the taking of sworn evidence be con- 
ducted, and I heard submissions along those lines. Two 
requests for what was referred to as "status" at the 
formal hearings were made: on behalf of the City of 


Teronto and -on behalé of «the residents of. .the Toronto 
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islands. 

I had, before the meeting convened to settle pro- 
cedures, already appointed counsel for the’ Commission. 
This* Step was) taken topfacrlitatetithe elicitincgmor 
sworn testimony, especially in delicate areas, and to 
minimize, if not altogether to negate the possibility 
of the Commissioner assuming an adversarial role. 

In; considering “whether™or not to- confer “status 
On any parties, [I ypointed: out that? Wiwacye inemy jopin2on, 
not ‘legally required ‘todo' so. “At tie Same: times: 
recognized and gave expression. to what Imsaw fasta duty 
upon me: “the duty-to act fairly. As ‘ea-qauge of fairneser, 
I adopted the test’ contained in section 5° of theiAct® ‘that 
status should be accorded to a person or body who satisfied 
me that he, she or it had "a substantial and direct interest" 
in ‘the’ subject matterorthe!anguiny. 

After deliberating, I determined that the residents of 
Toronto Islands had "a substantial and direct interest". 
The Commission was conducting an inquiry into the future 
use Of the lands upon which their residences stood. Ac- 
cordingly, they were granted status. 

I determined’ further that the 'City of Toronto iikew ee 
had "a substantial and direct interest". The lands in 
question fall geographically within the borders of the 
City of Toronto, any residents on the Islands are City ot 
Toronto “electous;Pand pealty “eaxesetor residential improve- 


ments to the lands accrue to the City of Toronto. Under 
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these conditions, I felt obliged to and did grant status 
to the’City of Toronto as well. 

A review of the listing of persons who made rep- 
resentations at the meeting convened for the purpose of 
settling procedures (August 14, 1980) will disclose that 
no one made submissions on behalf of the Municipality of 
Metropolitan Toronto. Notwithstanding the absence of 
any such submissions “and. the resultant farlure of ra‘request 
for Statuc or behal® -of “that Corporation fa el Uicompeliled 
to make what might be considered by some an unusual ruling. 
On "the basis “that the “Muinicipaltty of Metropolitan eoronte 
was (subject’°to any claims which have or may be made other- 
wise) the owner of the elands comprising: the ‘subject of \the 
Inquiry, I granted status to that Corporation. 

For the purposes of this Commission,I defined status 
as the right to be represented, to call evidence, to cross- 
examine witnesses and to make argument. I added that this 
type of involvement would normally be limited to formal 
hearings which would take place in Hearing Room No. l, 
2ist floor, 180 Dundas Street West, Toronto, the: building 
in which the Commission offices were located. The formal 
hearings were ordinarily to take place during the day, but 
I was willing to be somewhat flexible in this regard. 


Written submissions were invited and encouraged. 
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This is an appropriate juncture to discuss certain requests 


which were put to, perhaps even urged upon, the Commission. 
I was asked to retain experts in the planning field to 
serve as consultants and conduct certain surveys. These 
reguests were considered carefully and reviewed over a 
number of weeks. My ultimate decision was to choose not 

to accede to these requests. Apart from the use of what 
could amount to a Significant sum of public funds anda 
concern about the restricted period of time available to 
the Commission, I did not view the employment of planning 
experts as necessary or desirable. There were easier ways. 
The positions taken by the City of Toronto on the one hand, 
and by Metropolitan Toronto on the other, were at odds in 
respect of whether the residential community on the Toronto 
Islands should be retained. Each of these municipalities 
had planners on staff whom I fully expected to be called 

aS witnesses, and they were. They were examined and cross- 
examined, and I had the opportunity of questioning them in 
their fields of expertise. There was always the risk in 
the back of my mind that the hiring of an independent 
planning expert would give the appearance of my having 
abdicated my responsibility. Furthermore, had I hired a 
planner, I would have most certainly made the study results 
public. I took my terms of reference as being broader than 
and not limited to planning principles. I did not want to 
chance undue emphasis being placed upon the results of any 


study which would not have had before it the universe of 
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evidence and resource materials enjoyed by the Commission, 
and which study would have looked at the matter from what 
I consider to be a limited perspective. 

No sufficiently parallel situations to that of the 
Toronto Islands were brought to the attention of the 
Commission. Neither I nor members of the Commission 
staff had reason to, nor did any travelling, in connection 


with Commission business. 


fa 


Informal Hearings 


Various factors were considered necessary to observe in 
planning for the informal hearings. These included: wide 
publication of advance notice; scheduling meetings in the 
evening; spacing meetings over a period of weeks to allow 
adequate time for preparation in the instances of those ewio 
required it; and holding a sufficient number of meetings to 
afford each and every person who desired to speak a chance 
to do so... With. respect to. meeting -places,.it was felt importante 
to select representative locations geographically within Metro 
Toronto; to ensure convenient access. by public transit; to 
secure seating for everyone; and to strive for accommodation 
which would be looked upon as neutral. 

In advance of each of the informal sessions for the receipt 
of oral submissions, paid notices of a respectable size were 
inserted in the Globe & Mail, Toronto Star and Toronto Sun news- 
papers. Numerous press releases were issued and announcements 
made giving particulars of these sessions. Members of the press 
corps accorded their cooperation and assistance came also from 
community cable television personnel to alert the public of the 
meetings. 

All informal meetings took place on Thursday evenings and 
commenced at 7:00 p.m. The first was held on August 21, 1980 
and the last on September 18, 1980. Four meetings were needed 
and no one who expressed the wish to make an oral presentation 


was denied that oppectuni ty. 


Each of the four meetings was held in a different area 
municipality. The places of hearing were easily accessible 
and large enough to house all those assembled. 

As it happened, all informal hearings were held on "neutral 
ground". The Commission sought jealously to avoid utilizing 
any premises Owned or operated by organizations which were 
closely involved with or had taken a stand on the issues. 
Counsel for the residents of the Toronto Islands, at the 
inaugural meeting, asked that a hearing be held on the Toronto 
Islands. This I took to be a reasonable request and sought to 
Oblige. It became evident, upon exploration, that the only 
suitable building in which to convene such a hearing was the 
Clubhouse of the residents at Ward's Island. After a great 
deal of thought and with some reluctance, I decided an exception 
should be made and announced that a hearing would take place 
there. Shortly after the announcement, however, Counsel for the 
residents made further submissions on the point. He indicated 
that there was a risk of perceived partiality if the Commission 
went ahead with the scheduled meeting at the Ward's Clubhouse. 
He had consulted with his clients in this regard and withdrew the 
earlier request. Under these circumstances, I had little hesi- 
tation in cancelling the plan, and am pleased with the manner 
in which these events transpired. 

The following are the particulars of the dates and places 
of the four informal hearings: 
Date Area Location 
August 21, 1980 South Auditorium 

Medical Sciences Building 


1 King's College Circle 
CLEY{OL,. 2Oronce 
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Date Area Location 


August 28," 1980 North Assembly Hall 
Education Centre 
5050 Yonge Street 
Cityveor North, yom. 


September 4, 1980 East Auditorium | 
East York Collegiate 
650 Cosburn Avenue 
Borough of East York 


September 18, 1980 West Auditorium 
St. Joseph's College 
3700 Bloor Street 
Borough of Etobicoke 


* ca? 


INTO 
THE TORONTO ISLANDS 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 


In all, there were 73 oral submissSions made at the 
informal hearings. A full, alphabetical listing appears 
as Appendix A to this Report. These, together with 


written submissions, are reviewed later in this Chapter. 
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Formal Hearings 


Without exception and as planned, all formal sessions 
took place in Hearing Room No. 1, 21st floor, 180 Dundas 
Street West, Toronto. The room was large enough to 
accommodate about 100 people and it proved adequate for 
the purpose. To encourage public observation and 
scrutiny of these formal hearings, a combination of 
paid advertisements, press releases and announcements 
were utilized. While most of. the formal’ sitemias were 
scheduled during the day, some were extended into the 
evening to make it more convenient for certain witnesses. 

It was essential to move along at a swiit Gale to 
respect the time constraints of my mandate and, all the 
while, to enable the lawyers adequately to prepare their 
cases.. This took some doing. Although the pace was 
hectic, I am personally content that a fair balance was attained. 

Appearing throughout as Counsel to the 
Commission was Susan G. Himel. The City of Toronto 
(represented by John F. Rook, Esa.) and) the wesitdenes 
of Toronto Islands (represented by Peter Y. Atkinson, 
ESq.) participated in the entire Inquiry, A jnumberver 
witnesses attended with legal counsel and on all of 
those occasions the lawyer was invited to sit at counsel 
table and take part. By far the greatest share of the 
witnesses was called by Commission Counsel. As a 


measure of efficiency, I signed a summons in the case of 


each witness whose testimony she arranged, although I am 
certain that in no instance was it actually necessary. 
CounselLvror the Ci ty -oflsTorontorand tor ‘the island 
residents also called witnesses. 

My count puts the number of persons who testified 
at 61. A complete listing of them by name and title or 
other description is contained as Appendix B to this 
Report. Each was sworn and examined, subject to cross- 
examination, re-examination and questioning by me. I 
took advantage of the opportunity and personally 
Wiest icCned witnesses *in extenso.. BWiehine reason; =lagave 
a wide latitude to the lawyers. 

I have already alluded to my decision to award to 
thee Municipality *or* Metropolitan: Toronto. status” "tO 
participate fully in the inquiry. They did not participate 
in an official way in the manner that the City of Toronto 
and the Island residents did. The Metropolitan Corporation 
did not assign nor dispatch legal counsel to represent its 
interests. This was unfortunate in some respects and I did 
some hard thinking about whether it would prejudice the 
proper discharge of the responsibility of the Commission. 
(NO comment is offered by me as to the wisdom or otherwise 
oF Metropolitan Toronto's failure to, takeivits place as a 
party represented.) I came to the conclusion that the 
problem was not insurmountable. Metropolitan Toronto 
obviously had a position and it was vital that it emerge 


before the Commission. With this in mind, I instructed 
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Commission Counsel to ensure that she bring out the full 
and comprehensive picture, with due regard for the advance- 
ment of those elements consistent with the position taken 
by Metro. She spent many ate and evenings with senior staff 
of Metro and arranged for them to testify before me. It 
would be foolhardy and presumptuous for me to advise that 
this was tantamount to actual representation by Metropolitan 
Toronto... I am, however, able to state without discomfert 
that Metro's point of view found its way to the Commission 
and was considered within the context of all points of view. 

In total, there were 29 days of formal sittings of 
the Commission, during a period enduring just over 10 weeks. 
The first session was held on August 25, 1980 and the final 
on November 5, 1980. Of those, 26 days were for the taking 
of evidence and the last three for the submission of final 
argument from the lawyers. 

Each and every session (including the informal ones) 
were the subject of official verbatim reporting and all 
in all produced 3,629 pages of transcript. Some 299 
exhibits were filed and marked and an additional 5,557 


pages of materials were involved as a result. 


Jase 
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Written Submissions 

From the very outset, it was recognized that some 
would find it inconvenient, embarrasing or inappropriate 
in other ways to express cade Views in a‘publie’ forum. 
Written submissions were, accordingly, invited even 
before the inaugural public meeting. The initial paid 
advertisements asked for opinions, comments and information 
from all interested individuals and organizations. This 
invitation was extended repeatedly thereafter. Any 
submission received before this Report was finalized 
was given consideration. 

The Commission received a great deal of correspondence 
about the subject matter of the Inquiry and it was not 
always certain whether an item was intended to be a 
"submission" in the stricter sense of the word. In those 
instances where there was any doubt, the communication was 
Created as a ‘submissions 

Written submissions were to form part of the materials 
to be considered in the Inquiry. It was not good enough 
that they should come to the attention only of 
the Commission. To follow that course would be to conduct 
a component of the business of the Commission in private. 

i decided, theretore, that copies of these submissions would 
be given to those parties with status. From time to. Cine? 


as they accumulated, copies of submissions were handed to 
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Mr. Rook for the City of Toronto and Mr. Peter Atkinson 
for the Island residents. My thoughts were directed to 
the, posture “of this. exercise as it related to Metropolitan 
Popronte to whach;.atter+all, Dehadiugrantedrstatus<d( Metro 
could have participated in the formal sessions (although 
it did not), but it would presumably not be aware of 
written submissions. To be consistent in my approach, 
I caused to be taken to the Office of Mr. Paul Godfrey, 
Metropolitan Toronto Chairman, copies of all written 
submissions concurrently with their delivery to the 
Other parties with standing. 

Apart from those with status, I wanted there to 
be a manageable mechanism for the dissemination of the 
written submissions to the public at large. 
Through the vehicle of press releases, members of the 
media were invited to examine the written submissions 
and some advantage was taken of that offer. 

There were a total of 170 documents initially classified 
as written submissions. Of these, 27 represented second or 
subsequent written submissions. A further eight, in the 
final analysis, are more akin to general correspondence, 
and have been instead handled as such. One submission was 
unsigned. 

The remaining 134 written submissions are particularized 
in Appendix C to this Report. These, together with oral 
Submissions made at the informal hearings, are reviewed in 


the section immediately following. 


Review of Submissions 

This section treats both the oral submissions made 
at the informal hearings of the Commission and the 
written submissions received by it. 

It is not an easy task to present their contents 
here. They cannot be said to constitute a random 
sampling of public opinion. No scientific surveys of 
popular views were conducted by or on behalf of this 
Commission. I did not feel that such exercises would 
be productive, given my suspicion that the chances were 
high that members of the public generally were not in 
possession of the reliable facts which it was my duty 
eo:-Lingds 

The most that can be said of the submissions made 
is that they represent the views of the individuals or 
collective bodies by or on behalf of whom they were 
presented or sent. To what extent the views expressed 
are representative of the overall populace who did not 
contact the Commission, I cannot say. 

What weight should be attached to the submissions? 
This, too’, 1s dLlEfticule toe know. Dees tone attach 
greater or lesser weight to a submission depending 
upon his or her calling; relationship to or independence 
of the issue; place of residence; the size and nature 


of the group represented; and so on? 


Certain basic features of the submissions are facile 
to convey. Specific attention was directed to the "bottom 
line" views found in them. By "bottom line" view, I mean 
whether or not they wanted the residential community to 
be retained. For what it is worth, the submissions were 
further categorized into those presentec or sent by an 
Pidiviuval or by 2 Group OF organization. 

Dealing first with the oral submissions, in the case 
of the 73 presentations (listed in Appendix A), every one 


of them took a stand, as indicated below: 


INFORMAL HEARINGS 
ORAL PRESENTATIONS 


RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY SHOULD: TOTAL 
SUBMISSION BE NOT BE 
ON BEHALF OF: RETAINED RETAINED 
6 10 73 
Turning now to the written submissions, it was already 


TOTAL 3 


mentioned that these came from 134 identifiable sources 
(listed in Appendix C). Thirty of these also made oral 
submissions along similar lines. These 30 are reflected 
in tabular form above and, to prevent duplication, are 
excluded for the purposes here of examining the written 
submissions. Of the remaining 104, three did not take a 


stand on the main issue. The 101 submissions which did 
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take a stand stack up as follows: 


WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 


Ree COMMUNITY SHOULD: 
TOTAL 
SUBMISSION NOT BE 
ON BEHALF OF: erent RETAINED 


TOTAL 


Looking at the tables, no matter which way you slice them, 
the marked majority of submissions showed support for the 
retention of the residential community on the Toronto Islands: 
Speakers very much more so than writers. Combining the two 
tables, of the total 174 submissions analyzed, 134 ar 77.0 
per cent were in favour of retaining the community. 

All of the oral presenters specified reasons for their 
positions. On the written side, 14 did not supply reasons, 
but simply communicated what they felt should happen to the 
community. Needless to say, some reasons were more frequently 
put, forward .than others. ,.Still, I think that it woukdmbe 
less than useful here to offer a critical and in-depth analysis 
of the reasons cited in support of or in’ opposition tower 
continuation of the residential use on the Islands: the weight 
to be attached to the various reasons in these unscientific 
circumstances cannot properly be distributed Simply in terms 


of how often a particular reason has been stipulated. 


I am content, however, to identify, without quoting 
incidence, the reasons advanced both for community retention 
and non-retention. 

The following reasons were enumerated in support of 
retaining the residential community: 


- there is already enough parkland on the Islands and 
Srowding. 15 Not a Critical factor 


- there should not be additional parkland at the 
expense of the residential community 


- there should not be commercial development in place 
of the community 


- there are unused and inaccessible lands on the 
Islands that could be developed as parkland 


- new parkland can be created artificially by 
cakes yas be bell 


- Metro has no plan for the further development of the 
Island Park 


- park proposals would make the Islands a stereotyped 
playground 


- Metro has no money to develop more parkland 


- park development was lagging in earlier instances 
where Island homes were demolished 


- Metro Parks have done nothing to attract visitors 
to Ward's and Algonguin 


- Islands are used as a neighbourhood park and not by 
Metro residents - Metro residents want to go out-of- 
town 


- there is now sufficient parkland throughout Metro 
and especially on the waterfront 


- the 1956 decision for Metro to assume the Islands 
totally for parks purposes is outdated because of 
parkland development in the interim 


- other parks are underutilized 


the need for parkland is with respect to neighbour- 
hood parks as opposed to regional parks 


a trip to the Islands is expensive for suburban 
families 


it is the ferry service and not the Island Park 
which is overcrowded 


there is inadequate parking near the mainland ferry 
docks to cope with an expanded Island Park 


there are fewer ferry passengers than in previous 
years 


if the residential community were gone, ferry 
service would be curtailed and the Island Park 
would be limited to daytime swimmer use 


the residential community on the Islands is 
historically significant 


the residential community on the Islands existed 
long before Metro's proposals 


there is a need to preserve existing communities 
strong neighbourhoods make successful cities 


vocal minorities frequently act as the conscience 
of society 


parkland can be created, but a similar community 
Cannot be 


the residential community on the Islands is unique 
in many respects 


the residential community on the Islands is a 
model carless community 


the Island community is a demonstration of an 
alternate lifestyle 


the Islands are enhanced by the presence of the 
community 


people prefer the atmosphere of Ward's Island to 
Centre, Island, “Centrevittile™ 


the residential community provides a tranquil 
atmosphere minutes from the heart of the Crey 
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the mainland population supports the retention 
of the Island community 


the general public does not care one way or the 
other 


it is in the self-interest of other communities 
to support the Island community 


the Islands are safer for visitors because of the 
residential community 


the Islanders provide a security service and 
curtail vandalism 


the Island residents are law-abiding and there is 
a low crime rate 


the Islanders provide social services to visitors 
and other residents 


the Islanders pay for the services they get 


the Island residential community is an ideal 
environment for raising a family 


the costs of uprooting and relocating the community 
are too high 


it would be cruel and inhuman to evict the Islanders 


there would be an adverse psychological effect on 
the residents if the community were displaced 


cities need a combination of old and new buildings 
and communities 


mixed land use is best 
there is a shortage of affordable housing 


the housing crisis is worse now than when the 
decision to evict was made 


other non-profit co-operative housing developments 
lease public lands 


the expropriation of the Island community will set 
a bad precedent 


tenants have a right to be protected from eviction 


there has been a change of values since the 1956 
decision to convert the Islands entirely to parkland 


there is no moral justification to remove homes 
longstanding residents of Algonquin Island were 
unaware that they would not be given long-term 


lease extensions in 1968 


LC 1S. not fair "to dlilow the: vache clips to remain 
and require the residential community to leave 


the dispute 1s a political Contronta tion on ky, 


the, population of Metro is net.increasing as 
projected 


the Toronto Island School serves Island and mainland 
children and provides employment for teachers 


wildlife may not remain in a manicured park 


Those opposed to the retention of the residential 


community gave the following reasons: 


the Toronto Islands are a unique park setting 
the Islands belong to everyone 


the lands were always public and intended to be 
used as a park 


the City of Toronto sold the Isiands to Metro on 
the understanding that they would be parkland 


Metro has made an extensive investment in 
converting the Islands to a park 


Toronto has low parkland area 
the Islands are overcrowded 


the need for parkland will increase with downtown 
development 


the expanding population requires more parkland 
new parkland developments exist only on paper 


(Harbourfront) or are inaccessible (Leslie Street 
Spit) 


converting the Island lands to parkland is in 
the best interests of all citizens 


the Island community denies access to visitors 


visitors are reluctant to share space with the 
residents 


the Islands are no place for housing 

Islanders are not required as a security service 
the Islanders are not paying "rent" 

the Islanders are not paying taxes 

the taxes on the Island residences are too low 
the Island community is a costly tax burden 


if the residential community were to Stay, a 
sewage system would be too costly 


public funds have been spent because of the 
stalling tactics of the residents of the Islands 


the Islanders are a privileged group living on 
public lands 


jealousy, in the sense that the Islanders have 
a good thing going, to be able to live there 


the Islanders are financially well-off 
the Island residential community is a slum area 
Island homes are shacks 


septic tanks on Ward's Island stink on some hot 
days 


absentee "owners" are profiting from "tenants" 


if the community were to remain, the residents 
WouLd. DIrOLlt 


if the community were to remain, speculators 
would profit and push the original tenants out 


the Islanders are breaking the law 


the Islanders are making a mockery of the law 


- the Islanders are encouraging civil disobedience 
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the Islanders are setting bad examples for their 
children 


Metro has the legal right to evict the Islanders 


the Island residents should honour their contractual 
agreements 


other Islanders vacated when they were given notice 


to allow the Island residents to remain would be 
unfazr to. those who: did leave 


many Island residents are newcomers and knew of 
eventual eviction 


the Island residents are squatters 

the Island residents have had ample time to relocate 
alternative affordable housing was available to 
Islanders at the time of the decision to evict 

them was made 

many Island residents have other residences 


most summer Island residents have other homes 


as gasoline prices rise, people will resort to the 
Islands 


the yacht club situation cannot be compared - they 
need land and water - they add beauty and interest 


the Toronto Island School is an unnecessary expense - 
it is an unfair tax burden 


While the myriad of reasons you have just read is 


necessarily somewhat imperfect simply because it is a point- 


é 
form precis of hundredsof pages, I am satisfied that it is, 


by and large, a sufficiently accurate and hopefully an 


essentially exhaustive reflection of the submissions placed 


before the Commission by the public. How does one handle 


all of these? 
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To begin with, not all points offered were relevant. 
With respect to those which I felt were, in one way or 
another I endeavour to deal with them in this Report. 
Some of the reasons took the form of facts and it was 
obvious at the outset that they were right or they were 
wrong. Certain factual allegations have been capable of 
easy proof or disproof. Others are samp ly imcapabls of 
facile validation or otherwise, as they involve a judgment 
call. A number of the reasons put forward are based upon 
social values and mores, some with an emotional twist. To 
the best of my ability, I discuss and consider the various 
points of view in a manageable manner. 

During the life of the Commission, many other areas 
of consideration came to my attention. These have arisen 
through submissions of counsel, by what witnesses have said, 
or from what I read in exhibits filed or in other data 
Sources. (Other data sources are discussed in the next 
section of the Report.) Not all of these areas were 
covered in the oral and written public submissions. None- 
theless, relevance to my terms of reference has been the 
key, and whatever I believe to be relevant is dealt with 


in this Report. 


Other Data Sources 
The findings of this Commission are based mainly 
upon the sworn evidence at public hearings, the oral 
submissions made in public, and written submissions 
(which members of the media were invited to examine). 
Other “sources of -<data “were s“Hansard™; [the soffueal 
reports of debates in the Legislature of Ontario; 


official reports and minutes of the Council of the 


Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto and its Committees; 


and official reports and minutes of the Council of the 
City of Toronto and its Committees. 

Reference was had, from time to time, to the 
statutes of Ontario and Canada. 

In addition, I studied the official law reports and 
judicial decisions of cases involving residents of the 
Toronto Islands and the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto) *havingrto.do with the matters at hand. 


Three books were helpful in providing background. 


They are: 

- M.J. Lennon Memories ofwToronto sIisland: 
10 Minutes and 1,000 Miles 
Away (The Boston Mills 
Press, 1980) (entered as 
an exhibit); 

- Mike Filey Trililaum and Toronto Island 


(Peter Martin Associates 
Limited, 1976); and 


- Students of Toronto A -HYSTOLY Of The Torontca 


Island Public School Islands (The Coach House 
Press, 1972). 
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Counsel who were granted status and participated 
fully in the Inquiry were told by me of the materials 
I was using for resource purposes. All of these 
materials were readily available to them. 

Now, in retrospect, I can state unequivocally that 
the entire breadth and scope of the Commission of 
Inguiry into the Toronto Islands was in every way an 
open inquiry, subject to public scrutiny in every sense 


of the term. 
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Form of this Report 


To the best of my ability, I endeavour in this 
Report to make it as comprehensive as possible. There 
is a compelling reason to do so in this instance. I 
am but only one person. While I have taken pains to 
be objective in the conduct of the inquiry, the reasoning 
which leads to my conclusions and recommendations must, 
of necessity, suffer a degree of subjectivity. Just to 
what extent my values are shared by others, I do not 
know. In order for the reader to make a sound decision 
on whether my recommendations are appropriate and 
acceptable or, indeed, even meaningful or logical, their 


foundations must be reasonably fully presented. 
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Need for Speedy Resolution 

It need not be reiterated here that the recommendations 
contained in this Report are not binding in any way. Whether 
or not they are accepted, it is essential that the contro- 
versy be settled, one way or another. Part of the mandate 
of this Commission has been to seek and present the facts. 
Assuming that this document is released to the public, and 
I have every reason to believe that it will be, some time will 
be necessary to“digest it. Twill mot concealemy hope that 
this Report is able to serve as a moderating influence on 
heretofore fixed positions. 

A decision on the critical issue - whether or not the 
Island community is going to remain - must, in all fairness, 
be made as soon as humanly possible. Too much is at stake 
for too many people to defer that decision any longer. All 
concerned are entitled to know where they stand. To look 
at the positive side, what has gone before is a healthy 
exercise in respecting democratic principles. That is not 
to say that it has not been painful. Indeed, many have 
been wounded. It is not useful for the controversy to be 
prolonged. The quicker the direction and ultimate resolu- 
tion, the sooner the healing process may Start. 

If this Report is in some measure successful in 
softening the stances of key parties, it goes almost with- 
out saying that a solution will come more easily. In the 
event, however, that hard lines are maintained, the fate 
of the Island community falls squarely within the hands 


of the Province. 
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chapter two 


GEOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY 
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The Sandbar 

The receding waters of Lake Iroquois gradually 
took the outline of Lake Ontario as we know it 
cirea G,0007Bwexw a,tt isvsaidnthatuabout thattime 
a thin: istrumpi cof sandy abeache began) to--shows,4Lhis 
strip was attached to the mainland at the east and 
looking westerly it formed a serious of hooks. As 
time passed, it became more substantial and 
eventually it hosted vegetation. The sandbar was 
to become known as the Toronto Islands. 

Bouchette's chart, below, shows the "sandbar" 


aS a peninsula in 1815. 
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The Source 

According to geologists, the Toronto sandbar is 
a product of the Scarborough Bluffs, a high ridge 
to the east. Sand and clay eroded from the bluffs 
by wave action would be transported westward by what 
is termed "littoral drift". Current emanating from 
the Niagara River may have had some effect. The 
hook-like shapes were formed by the forces of pre- 
vailing winds fromthe west and surface currents 
which also served as agents to combat additional 


growth to the west. 
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The Storm 

Even though the Toronto Islands were frequently 
referred to as the "island" before the 1850's, in fact 
until that decade it was a peninsula. It was a four- 
mile strip joined to the mainland near the mouth of 
the Don River. The connecting piece was a narrow 
neck of beach which from time to time would be 
washed away. Breaches in the peninsula were caused 
by heavy storms in 1852 and 1853 resulting in 
severance. The connection was restored after each 


storm through the natural redeposit of sand. 


A permanent separation measuring about 1,500 
feet came about directly from a peculiarly violent 
StoOmm on, April (£3,. 1858. In the ‘process, Quinn"s 
Hotel (scheduled to open the next day) was washed 
away. The opening created a navigable waterway: 
the Eastern Gap. Thus, the "island" had become 
an island in the true sense of the word. 

The chart by Unwin, on the next page, shows 


"The Island" in 1868. 
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The Size and Shape 

An indication of the increasing size of the Toronto 
Islands in the last century is to be found in total area 
measurement figures published by the Toronto Harbour 


Commissioners, as follows: 


1879 360 acres 
US Be 563 acres 
1975 820 acres 


Not all of the increased acreage is attributable 
to nature. A Significant portion of it was created by 
dredging and landfill operations. 

About 1915 or 1916, three Harbour Commissioners' 
dredges doubled the area known as Ward's Island. The 


photograph below shows filling operations adding land 


to Ward's Island. 


Algonquin Island (earlier known as Sunfish 
Island) was born entirely from dredged sand 
between 1907 and 1909. Its purpose was tc form 
a protected channel for small boats«! In) 1937, 
that Island was enlarged. 

Based upon my count, there are to-day 15 
islands in the Toronto Islands archipelago, 
ranging in size upwards from 0.8 acres. So 
far as I have been able to ascertain from 
reading various maps, only eight of them are 
named: Centre; Mugg's; Donut; Forestry; 
Olympic; South; Snake; and Algonquin. Yard's 
Island is not a separate island, but is actually 
the eastern portion of Centre Island. 

The changing configuration of the Toronto 
Islands chain can readily be seen by looking at 
various maps over the years. These gradual 
changes are amply demonstrated in the excerpt 
taken from the 1980 edition of the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners' chart of the Port and 


Harbour of Toronto, appearing on the next page. 


TORONTO WATERFRONT 
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The Shield 

The Toronto Harbour Commissioners began in 1958 to 
construct a narrow "spine" of land, known as the "Leslie 
Street Spit", in order to create an outer harbour for the 
Port, of, Toronto... Karl»Jaffary, sone of five Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners, testified that the land. on both sides of 
the "Outer Harbour" was to be used for industrial develop- 
ment. 

The Spit was built over a number of years using trucked- 
in fill. Ian Brown, General Manager of the Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners, gave evidence about the Eastern Gap requiring 
yearly maintenance dredging because of siltation, making it 
impractical for use as the main entrance into the harbour. 
By about 1972, the Spit was sufficiently advanced to protect 
the Eastern Gap. The Federal Government then agreed to 
finance a one-time dredging project which would create a 
shipping channel of seaway depth in the Outer Harbour and 
widen and deepen the Eastern Gap. The dredged material 
was used to enlarge the Spit, creating what has also 
become known as "Aquatic Park". 

What effect the resulting "Shield" will have on the 
future configuration of the Toronto Islands is not 
entirely clear. The planning firm of Wallace, McHarg, 
Roberts and Todd, which was retained by the Central 
Waterfront Planning Committee and the City of Toronto 


Planning Board, concluded in 1976 that: 
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The volume of sand that reaches 
the Toronto Islands is decreasing 
now that the Scarborough Bluffs 
have been stabilized, and since 
barriers 0 ivttoral drift have 
been constructed east of the 
Islands. Consequently, substa- 
HNtial additwvons of lattoral 
deposits which occurred in the 
past can no longer be anticipated. 
Mes brown sald that tne -dritt of sit irom the Blutts 
to the Islands has presumably been reduced, but that the 
Spit has lowered the wave action from the southeast. However, 
Mr. Brown also testified that the high water levels of 1973 
and 1974, together with the change in the predominant wave 
action because of the Spit, resulted in erosion of the 
Ward's Island shoreline. Approximately 100,000 cubic yards 
of dredge material were required to replenish the beach. 
Alan Howard, Curator of the Marine Museum of Upper 
Canada, testified that breakwaters have been constructed 
to protect portions of the south shore of the Islands, 
but they are primitive and only partially effective. 
According to Wallace, McHarg, Roberts and Todd, south- 
westerly storms produce winds and waves which erode Centre 
Island near Gibraltar Point at a rate of approximately 1.37 
yards per year. This erosion on the south side of Gibraltar 
Point has been balanced by accretion on the north side: the 
net change in the area of Gibraltar Point between 1879 and 
1072. was a gain of 2.1 acres. 


A recent aerial photograph of the Leslie Street Spit 


appears on the following page: 
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ISLAND OWNERSHIP 


SEQUENCE 

INDIAN CLAIM 

HARBOUR COMMISSIONERS’ INTEREST 
POSITION ADOPTED 


Sequence 

The terms of reference of this Commission are "to 
inquire into the appropriate future use of the lands on 
Algonquin Island and Ward's Island in the City of 
Toronto, that on the 19th day of October, 1979, were 
occupied and used for residential purposes". 

My attention was directed to certain media stories 
which indicated that the question of ownership of the 
Toronto Islands might be somewhat unsettled. I had before 
that time been under the general impression that the 
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto was the owner of the 
Toronto Islands, with the exception of the Toronto Island 
Airport. 

It occurred to me initially that, whatever the ownership 
Situation, the particular lands described in my terms of 
reference could have an "appropriate future use". Such being 
the case, I did not then see the ownership issue as being 
crucially germane to the development and completion of my task. 

I was not long into my work on this Commission beforem: 
recognized that, for a number of reasons, the ownership 
aspect was one I could not safely ignore. These reasons will 
become evident as this Report is read. Broadly speaking, it is 
not so much the claims to ownership alleged ox asserted by 
third parties that cause me to investigate and explore this. 
area. Even if it were assumed that Metropolitan Toronto is 
vested with legal title, its own claim to title can be defeated 


depending upon the use of the lands, according to law. 
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History shows that the present site of Toronto formed 
part of the original Toronto Purchase from the Mississaugas 
of the New Credit in the year 1787. There appear to have 
been some mistakes and misunderstandings with respect to 
that agreement and there was a remedial transaction in 1805. 

By Land Grant dated five days before Confederation 
(June 26,,,-1367)-, the Province of.Canada granted the 
following .Lands, On, Tononto,dsiand to the City of Toronto: 

ALis that..Parcel, or. Tract.o£f, Land, 
situate in the Liberties of the 
Cis 7Ols LOGON ,.,an, the County of 
York, in Our said Province, 
composed of ALL that part. of the 
Peninsula which forms the HARBOR 

Gi. tie. Salis oly OF TORONTO, a Lying 
West of the Gap and known as the 
ISLAND with the exception of a 
Block. or, Eract.of Land of ten “acres 
at and adjoining the Light-house to 
be hereafter surveyed and its 
boundaries defined in a manner most 
suitable for the said Light-house.... 

Pursuant to section 108 and item 2 of the Third 
Schedule to The British North America Act, 1867, "Public 
Harbour. vas Of July |, 1867), were to be. the*proper ty 
of Canada. This, of course, vested ownership of Toronto 
Harbour in the Queen in Right of Canada. 

Through Letters Patent dated June A Os, Kee 
Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada and Her Majesty the 


Queen in Right of Ontario granted and quit claimed to the 


City of Toronto the lands described as: 
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all and singular that certain Parcel or Tract 

of Land covered by the waters of the Harbour of 
Toronto, and of Lake Ontario, being water lots 
extending around and along the shores of Toronto 
Island, which Island was heretofore granted by 

the Crown to the Corporation on the 26th. day of 
June, A.D. 1867, the boundaries of which water 
lots may be more particularly described as follows;- 
The outward boundary thereof commencing at a point 
on a line drawn on a course of due West from the 
North-west angle of the Westerly pier of the 
Eastern Channel leading into the said Harbor, 
where the said line is intersected by a second 
line drawn parallel with the West face of said 
pier, distant two hundred feet Westerly therefrom 
and measured at right angles thereto; thence ina 
course of due West astronomically six hundred feet; 
thence South twenty-two degrees forty-five minutes 
West astronomically, three thousand seven hundred 
and twenty feet; thence North eighty-five degrees, 
thirty-five minutes West astronomically, five 
thousand five hundred and twenty feet; thence North 
forty-four degrees, forty-eight minutes west, 
astronomically, two thousand nine hundred and 
eighty feet; thence South fifty-one degrees, forty 
minutes West astronomically, two thousand and 
fifty feet more or less to the intersection of a 
line drawn parallel with the Western shore of said 
Island, and distant five hundred feet Westerly 
therefrom and measured at right angles thereto; 
thence Southerly, South-easterly and Easterly 
along said line drawn as aforesaid parallel with 
the shores of said Island to a point on the 
secondly above mentioned line where it is inter- 
sected by a line drawn on a course of due West 
from the South-west angle of the said Westerly 
pier of said Eastern Channel; thence Northerly 
along the secondly above mentioned line, one 
thousand seven hundred and thirty feet more or 
less to the place of beginning; the inward boundary 
thereof being the outward boundary of the lands 


owned by said Corporation by virtue of the 
Said grant of the twenty-sixth day of June, 
one thousand eight hundred and sixty-seven. 
In the year of their creation. (1911) ,“the Toronto iageag: 


Commissioners received title from the City of Toronto to a 


certain area which embraces a good portion of the Toronto 


Islands as they exist now. This identical area became 
the subject of an agreement in 1915 between the 
Commissioners and the City, which agreement may have had 
the effect of creating a tenancy with the City of Toronto 
as tenant and the Commissioners as landlord. 

When it was decided that the Municipality of 
Metropolitan Toronto would assume the Toronto Islands 
for the purposes of converting them into a regional 
park, the Ontario Legislature enacted The Municipality 
of Metropolitan Toronto Amendment Act, 1956. That 
amendatory statute provided, in part, that "all land 
comprising Toronto Islands owned by the City of Toronto 
and all rights of the City of Toronto to use and occupy 
land comprising Toronto Islands owned by The Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners, except such portions of all such 
lands as are set aside and used or required fcr the 
purposes of the Toronto Island Airport", were to be 
vested in the Metropolitan Corporation as of January l, 
1956. This vesting provision is currently to be found 
in subsection 1 of section 210 of the Act. 


Subsection 5 of section 210 of the Act. as critical. 


in any consideration of title and should be mentioned here. 


It provides that if any of the subject land vested in 
Metro and any Toronto Islands land subsequently conveyed 
by the Toronto Harbour Commissioners to Metro ceases to be 


used for parks purposes, Metro is required to transfer the 
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land to the City of Toronto. The subsection, however, 
is expressed not to apply to any land so-long as it 
continues to be used as at the lst day of January, 
1956, under any then existing lease or renewal or. 
extension thereof. 

Simply to complete the picture here, subject to 
any claims that may be made otherwise, the lands 
comprising the Toronto Island Airport are severally 
Owned by the Toronto Harbour Commissioners, the City 
of Toronto and the Federal Government. A more 
detailed analysis of the Toronto Island Airport appears 


later an this “Repoerc, 


Indian Claim 

On the very day I was appointed to be sole Commissioner, 
I read an account in the newspaper about a resolution intro- 
duced by the Mississaugas of the New Credit Indian Band at 
the All-Ontario Chiefs' Conference. The resolution, in its 
preamble, referred to the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto planning to turn the Toronto Islands into a 
municipal park and that the Mississaugas of the New Credit 
had never ceded these islands to Canada. By the resolution, 
the Mississaugas were seeking support from the chiefs for 
their claim to ownership of the Toronto Islands and for the 
proposition that the Mississaugas have the sole authority 
to determine the future use of these islands. Voting on 
the resolution was apparently not reached, but it was 
reported that leftover voting would be done by mail. 
Another news story the same day. indicated that Robin 
King, Acting Chief of the Mississaugas said his Band 
Would pe aking “action tor lay claim (oO) Toronto! stand. 

In the light of these news developments, I asked 
Commission Counsel to bring any relevant evidence before 
me. Mr. Harry LaForme, legal counsel to and member of 
the Mississaugas New Credit Indian Band testified before 


the Commission. 
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According to Mr. LaForme, the Band has a membership 
of a little better than 500, including non-resident members. 
The on-reserve population of about 400 reside on an area 
Of about 5,000 acres, about 15 miles southwest of Brantford, 
in the southwest corner of the Six Nations Reserve. Most 
are unemployed, a lot are general labourers and some are 
seasonal pickers. There are also a few small farmers but 
they just barely sustain themselves. 

Mr. LaForme told us that the Band recognized itself 
once as a nation and were known as the Nation of Mississaugas. 
They occupied vast territories of what is now Canada, most. of 
which was in southern Ontario. 

In his explanation, the Mississaugas' claim is for 
personal and “usafructuary" rights: to. the land ,.rather, than 
ownership in its usual meaning. This is because the courts 
have deemed Indian rights in land to be at the will of the 
Sovereign. He further described these rights as a form of 
title likened to a carpet covering a floor and “once you 
remove the carpet which would be the Indian right to land, 
what is underneath is the Crown's in right of Canada ...« 
so to avoid that long legal description we simply called 
it’ OWNEr Shi pret idd Ge 

The Mississaugas' claim to the Toronto Islands is 
based on the assertion that the land surrendered to the 
Crown did not include the peninsula which later was 
separated from the mainland to form the Toronto Islende,. 


Mr. LaForme said that where a peninsula was to be 


included in a surrender, reference to it was specifically 
made. No such reference was made in the Toronto Purchase. 

The original Toronto Purchase took place at the Bay 
of Quinte in September of 1787, but the details of this 
first agreement are unclear and neither the boundaries 
of the tracts purchased nor the exact price paid appear 
to be known. A confirmatory transaction took place at 
the Credit River in 1805 to remedy mistakes and mis- 
understandings arising from the Toronto Purchase of 1787. 
Mr. LaForme testified that this surrender consisted of 
approximately 250,800 acres for which the Mississaugas 
received ten shillings. 

Perey Jo; Robinson=cited “a dirrerent’ purchase price 
in an article entitled "The Chevalier De Rocheblave and 
the Toronto Purchase" published in Transactions of The 
Royal Society of Canada, Seceron “fl Pp elesy7s Mr Robinson 
indicated that in exchange for the surrender of the 
Toronto lands, the Mississaugas received arms, ammunition 
and tobacco in 1787, an unknown quantity of goods in 1788 
and $8,500. in 1805 as payment for the land between Toronto 
and the head of the Lake. 

Mr. LaForme advised the Commission that the 
Mississaugas Band had been gathering evidence in support 
of its claim for approximately six years. Although the 
Band had not instituted any claim with the Federal Govern- 
ment, Mr. LaForme indicated that the Band believes that 


it has a valid claim and has every intention of pursuing 


Low ffie Aiegead that the Band would seek compensation and 
a declaration of its right to the Toronto Islands and 
expressed his hope that the claim could be resolved with- 
in two years. 

The Commission was told by Mr. LaForme that if the 
claim were successful, the Islands would be used as a 
reserve for the members of the Band and the existing 
residents would be permitted to remain. 

When asked what position the Commission should bene 
in relation to the claim, Mr. LaForme made it clear that 
the Band intended to assert its claim through the usual 
Channels for Indian claims, which he described. They 
would not want a Commission (such as this one) rendering 
an Opinion or decision on the validity of their claim. 
SO as not to prejudice their claim, the Mississaugas re- 
quested that Mr. Laforme not provide this Commission 
with a map showing the land involved in the Toronto 
Surrender. 

I was most interested in knowing whether the claim 
of the Mississaugas included all of the Toronto Islands, 
bearing in mind that -the geographical configuration of 
the Islands has changed substantially over the last two 
centuries. The area known as Ward's Island was doubled 
by dredges in 1916: Algonquin Island is entirely a 


twentieth century creation from dredged, sand. 3, livigethe 
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case, therefore, that most of the land upon which the 
remaining residences now sit was not even in existence 
in 1787, the year iof xtherforontonPurchase® sI ‘got ithe 
sense from Mr. LaForme's testimony that the actual 
physical boundaries of his clients" claim were some- 


thing they would have to negotiate. 
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Harbour Commissioners' Interest 
This Commission received correspondence 


from Ian Brown, General Manager of the 


Toronto Harbour Commissioners, which indicated 
that Commissioner Karl Jaffary would like to meet to 
explain certain title issues affecting the Toronto 
Islands. As a result, Counsel to the Commission called 
Mr. Jaffary as a witness. 

The Toronto Harbour Commissioners, as they 
exist to-day, were constituted on May 19, 1911, when 
the Parliament of Canada enacted The Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners Act, I9li. Subsection Veer section 15 
of that Act is important for the purposes here, be- 
cause it gives the Commissioners power to acquire, 
expropriate, hold, sell, lease and otherwise dispose 
of real estate of other property. Mr. Jaffary advised 
this Commission that the Harbour Commissioners' interest 
in the Toronto Islands is based primarily upon two 
written agreements between the Commissioners and the 
City of Toronto made respectively in 1911 and 1915. 

By conveyance, dated December 26, 1911, the 
City of Toronto transferred the title to certain 
water lots to the Toronto Harbour Commissioners. 

The area involved in this conveyance include what 


to-day is most of Algonquin Island, some parts of 
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Ward's Island, much of Mugg's Island and a small 
portion of Centre Island. A memorandum of agreement 
between the Commissioners and the City, dated January 
25, 1915, was executed by the Chairman and Secretary 
of the Commissioners, under corporate seal, and by the 
Mayor and Treasurer of the City, under corporate seal. 
The agreement provided that the City would take 
possession of and retain jurisdiction over all lands 
described in the conveyance of December 26, 1911, 
which were dry land on the date of the conveyance, or 
subsequently became dry land as a result Ot pete | Ane 
operations by the Commissioners or with the consent 
of the Commissioners. In addition, the City was given 
full power to enter into any agreements for the use 
and occupation of the dry land and was entitled to re- 
tain for its own benefit any rents and profits received 
under the agreements. The purpose of using this type 
of agreement, rather than transferring title back to 
the City, appears to have been to give the Cary ful 
AUrisdi ction to -uses.thealands, while retaining the 
Commissioners' general jurisdiction over the port and 
harbour of Toronto, and over the lands described in 
the 1911 conveyance as part of that jurisdiction. 

The issue of the ownership of these lands arose 
again when a Solicitor for Metro pointed out that 


Metro had no jurisdiction to operate a park on lands 


which it did not own. The Harbour Commissioners 
agreed to convey the title to the lots described in 
the 1911 and 1915 agreements to either the CLEY VOE 
Metro, subject to the approval of the Federal Govern- 
ment. By Order-in-Council dated Jaby-12 7 729S6-7 tehe 
Committee of the Privy Council approved the conveyance. 
No formal transfer was made, however, because Metro 
felt that the problem had been avoided through amend- 
ment to Jheehuuicrpa trey of Metropolitan Toronto Act. 
The amendment vested in Metro, as of January °L, 1956; 
subject to the existing leases, all lands comprising 
the Toronto Islands owned by the City and all rights 
of the City to'use and‘ occupy~lands comprising the 
Toronto Islands owned by the Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners, except for the Toronto Island AMPDOPTS 
The Harbour Commissioners obtained a legal opinion 
in 1978 from A.J. Stone, Q.C., of the firm of McTaggart, 
Potts, Stone and Herridge concerning "title to -the "band 
described in the conveyance of 1911. It was hoped that 
the opinion would help to clarify the Commissioners' 
legal position in relation to this land. Mr. Stone 
found that both the conveyance of 1911 and the memo- 
randum of agreement of 1915 were valid. His conclusion 
is that the Commissioners own the land and the City has 


a tenancy Of “indefinite durat ton: However, Mr. Stone 


went on to state in his opinion that even if the 
indefinite tenancy were found to be invalid on legal 
grounds, Metro would be entitled to remain in 

possession of the land on equitable grounds. The 
equitable right to continue in possession would arise 
because, for many years, the City and then Metro have 
Occupied the land and made expenditures with the express 
or implied consent of the Commissioners. 

Mr. Jaffary advised the Commission that the 
Harbour Commissioners had not pursued this matter beyond 
obtaining the legal opinion. He said that the Harbour 
Commissioners would think it guite inappropriate to 
attempt to terminate the agreement of 1915 "but on 
practical considerations rather than legal ones, we do 
feel a little awkward being the landlord of the land 
on which most of “the homes "sit", “According to “him, “the 
Harbour Commissioners have rejected the thought of 
terminating the agreement unilaterally. There was some 
discussion about “the “possibility cof reternring «the "issiie 


to a.Court’ for “airuling as to what the status of -the 


agreement was. The Harbour Commissioners did not want to 


do that particularly but they would be pleased to permit 
either. Metro. emithe. Cit weer Choro orto dowlt-imetheir 


name. They have not been taken up on that suggestion. 
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Position Adopted 


As I have already stated, the lands which are 
the subject of my study are capable of an appropriate 
future use regardless of ownership. In that sense, 
in no way was I impeded, irrespective of any claim 
bruited, in performing my work. 

Dealing first with any interest the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners might have, I am left with 
the notion that they are unlikely to be pressing 
forward with any claim in a formal, legal fashion. 
Nevertheless, I believe they do have a very real 
legal interest in a sizeable portion of the Toronto 
Islands, including residential areas. That interest 
is serious enough to have caused the drafters of the 
1956 legislation (transferring ownership of Island 
lands to Metro) to include in the vesting clause the 
words "and: all -rights,of the City »«f T6rontGsto-use 
and occupy land comprising Toronto Islands owned by 
The Toronto Harbour Commissioners". In other words, 
there is at least an implicit recognition that the 
Harbour Commissioners own certain portions of the 
Islands. What was vested in Metro was only the 
rights of the City of Toronto to use and occupy those 
particulan sportions:of sthe Toronto sislands. 208 is 
not especially purposeful nor neat and tidy that 
the Toronto Harbour Commissioners should retain any 


interest in the portions of the Toronto Islands under 
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review, and I will have something to say about that 
in the recommendations of this Inquiry. 

A reading of the evidence of Mr. LaForme suggests 
that the Mississaugas of the New Credit have every 
imcention Of pursuing ‘their claim. If and when, should 
it ever happen, that the Mississaugas successfully have 
their claim legally determined in a competent legal forum, 
“that bridge will have to be crossed". In the absence 
of such a determination, however, for the purposes of 
this Report I adopt the position that the residential 
Island lands are effectively owned by Metropolitan 
Toronto. While so doing, I expressly state that I have 
not particularly studied nor do I pass opinion on the 
validity or otherwise of the claim to the Toronto 
Islands laid by the Mississaugas. Their wishes that I 
not do so are respected. 

The use to which the Islands are put will have a 
bearing on ownership because of the very terms of the 
legislation which vested Island lands in Metropolitan 
Toronto as of January 1, 1956. Subject to any then 
existing leases or renewals or extensions, if any of 
the lands cease to be used for parks purposes, Metro 
is required to transfer the land back to the City of 
Toronto. Consequently, I proceed on the basis that, 
for all practical purposes, the residential lands 
on Toronto Islands are owned by Metropolitan Toronto 


provided that they are used for parks and recreation. 
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chapter four 


HISTORY OF SETTLEMENT 
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The Evolution 

The peninsula on the north shore of Lake Ontario 
which later became the Toronto Islands was first used 
by Indians as a spa for the elderly and ailing and for 
fishing and hunting fowl. 

A blockhouse built by the Queen's Rangers at 
Gibtadctar, Point if 1/93.i1s*said tosbe the first 
structure erected on the Islands. The lighthouse, 
also at Gibraltar Point, followed in 1808. The 
lighthouse keeper's shack located just northwest 
of the lighthouse was the first known dwelling on 
the peninsula. 

Fishermen, hunters and horsemen were the main 
inhabitants of the Islands in the early 1800's. The 
first families to settle on the Island lands were 
fishermen. The Ward and Goodwin families were amongst 
the earliest settlers, noted to have arrived in about 
Les0* 

in the’ 1830's -and 1840" s*,*hotels were “built and 
there were various modes of ferry service to the 
peninsula. In 1839, Lord Sydenham built a large three- 
storey summer home which became a hotel in 1843. A 
small amusement park was operated next to the hotel. 
This hotel and another small one were washed away by 
the severe storm of 1858 which created a permanent 
breach of the peninsula from the mainland. One of 
the hotels was rebuilt near the present Centre Island 


ferry dock. 
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By the mid-1800's, the Island known as “Hiawatha" 
gained in popularity and more ferry boats began opera- 
ting. Following the Crown grant of the Islands to the 
City of Toronto in 1867, a plan was registered and 
cottage development officially began. Streets were 
laid out, areas subdivided and lots leased for individual 
and commercial uses. 

During the 1870's, summer homes were established by 
the Toronto aristocracy with cottages stretching from 
Hanlan's Point through Centre Island to the westerly 
edge of Ward's Island. 

The City of Toronto established a 200-acre Island 
Park in 1888... Hotels. built-in, the 1660.6.0n Hamblants 
and Ward's Island, the Hanlan's Amusement Park and 
Toronto Baseball Stadium at Hanlan's, attracted large 
numbers of visitors. By the turn of the century, there 
were approximately 3,000 summer residents mostly located 
at Hanlan's and Centre Island. A-tent city was organized 
in 1913 on Ward's Island to accommodate those who simply 
pitched tents there for the summer months. With the 
advent..of; the,.automobile, .the..'elite”™ of Toronto left 
the Islands as a vacation site and began travelling to 


cottage country at Lake Simcoe. 


// 


The late 1930's saw the construction of the Island 
Airport at Hanlan's Point and cottages were floated over 
to "Sunfish Island", a man-made area which later became 
known as Algonquin Island. Because of housing shortages 
following World War II, Island homes were winterized and 
the population of year-round residents swelled to 2,700 
in 1947, with a summer population of 8,000. 

By the early 1950's, the Island Park had deteriorated, 
and with severe flooding in 1952, substantial improvements 
were needed. As a result, a request was made by the City of 
Toronto to the Metropolitan Corporation to assume the 
Toronto Islands and develop them as a regional park. The 
plan on the following page depicts the situs and density 
of the residential communities at Hanlan's, Centre, Algonquin 
and Ward's on the eve, so to speak, of the assumption of the 


Toronto Islands by the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. 
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Through the vehicle of Provincial legislation, the 
Toronto Islands were transferred to Metro as of January 
ie fo Sor 

The Metropolitan Toronto Parks Department commenced 
its demolition of the homes on Hanlan's Point moving 
easterly through to Centre Island. These tenants held 
compensation leases. 

Non-compensation leases on Algonquin and Ward's were 
all fixed to expire on December 31, 1968, when the demolition 
cf homes and development of a park throughout was set to 
occur. Following annual extensions of leases on Ward's and 
Algonquin Islands for five years, Metropolitan Toronto 
decided to carry its park development programme through to 
Basterly portions of Veronto Islands. Ft sent-notices “of 
termination which were to be effective as of August 3l, 
1974. 

A number of court proceedings followed as Island 
residents endeavoured to retain their community. The 
last of those proceedings resulted in a determination in 
Metro's favour, but recent legislative intervention has 


halted the eviction process until at least July 1, 1981. 


Centre Island 

A hotel built on Centre Island in the 1870's was one 
of its first attractions. Elaborate Victorian-type cottages 
owned by the Toronto "aristocracy" stretched along Lake- 
shore Avenue to the westerly end of Ward's Island. By the 
1880's, the number of summer residents on the Island was 
substantial enough to support an Anglican Church and St. 
Andrew-by-the-Lake was constructed in 1884. 

In-19LL,.the, Ishand Filtration Plant was constructed 
on Centre Island and thereafter provided the water supply 
for the entire Toronto area. 

A fire in 1918 destroyed the Lakeside Home (built 
in 1883) for handicapped children, located on Gibraltar 
Point. The home was replaced by buildings used as 
barracks for the Norwegian Air Force during World War 
It. Those structures were converted later into apart- 
ments known as Chetwood Terrace. 

Following World War II, the "Main Drag" of Centre 
Island (Manitou Road) was in its hey-dey. It consisted 
of a small village housing a general store, hotels, a 
theatre, a grocery and meat market, a drugstore, a coffee 
shop, a fruit stand, and a number of other commercial 
enterprises. The police statfon and £irehali were alco 


located on Manitou Road. 
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in her book "Memories .of .Toronto,.Island", Mi. Lennon 


published a map of Manitou Road, which she described as 


"the commercial and social heart of the Island". That map, 


reproduced below, was reconstructed by witness James Filby 


and entered as an exhibit in the proceedings of the Commis- 
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Metropolitan Toronto acquired 259 leasehold properties 


Siecentre .sland in 1956. 


Following the demolition of homes 


on Hanlan's Point, the properties on Centre Island were razed. 


The area has since been developed into a park with restaurants, 


refreshment stands, picnic facilities and the flower-lined 


"Avenue of the Islands". 
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Hanlan's Point 

In the 1870's, the area formerly known as West 
Point, surrounding the hotel built by John Hanlan, 
was renamed Hanlan's Point after the famous Island 
family. An amusement area, born next to the hotel 
in the mid-1880's, boasted rides,.a Sideshow, a 
dance hall, a restaurant, a vaudeville theatre and 
other attractions. A baseball and lacrosse stadium 
was built on Hanlan's Point in 1897. Hanlan's became 


known as the "Coney Island" of Canada. 
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Although the baseball stadium was destroyed by 
fire in 1903, at was quickly rebuilt, In 1909.) howe 
ever, a major fire destroyed that ball stadium and 


most of the amusement park. The stadium was rebuilt 


again. 
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The photograph below shows Hanlan's Point 
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The creation of Sunnyside Beach and Amusement Park 
in 1922 and the increasing use of the automobile are 
Said to have contributed to the decline in popularity of 
Hanlan's Point. By 1926, the Toronto Maple Leaf baseball 
team relocated from Hanlan's Point to the mainland and 
the stadium was eventually torn down. 

Although Hanlan's Point was a popular location for 
summer cottages on the Islands, the site was chosen for 
the Island Airport and cleared of some homes in 1937. A 
number of these homes were floated by barge to the en- 
larged Sunfish Island which then became known as 
Algonquin Island. 

As of 1956, when the Metropolitan Corporation 
assumed the Toronto Islands, there were 117 leaseholds. 


These properties were the first to be demolished. 
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Ward's Island 

In the 1880's, the Ward's Hotel and Wiman Baths attracted 
visitors to this easterly portion of the Toronto Islands. The 
first summer colony on Ward's in 1899, consisted of eight 
tenants, each of whom paid a fee of $10. ground rent for the 
season. 

The community on Ward's Island evolved into a hybrid of 
large cottages located on the Western lakeshore area and the 
"tent city" which began to develop around the turn of the 
century. 


A typical structure at Ward's around 1908, is seen in 


the photograph below: 
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In 1913, there were so many people pitching tents on 
Ward's, that the City of Toronto had to organize the "tent 
city" area into streets. Subsequent landfill operations 
expanded the size of Ward's Island substantially. 

By the mid-1930's, residents began building rooms, 
mostly kitchens onto their tents and the evolution from 
tents to cottage structures began. Annual leases for lots 
were entered into with the City of Toronto. 

With the post-World War II housing crisis, Island 
tenants were encouraged to winterize their cottages, and 
many on Ward's Island did so. 

The Metropolitan Corporation, upon assuming the Toronto 
Islands in 1956, acquired 160 leaseholds on Ward's Island. 
For some time, Ward's Hotel carried on as a grocery store 
for residents, but it was eventually demolished. The homes 
on Ward's had non-compensation leases and Metropolitan Toronto 
fixed their temination date for December 31, 1968. However, 
with short-term extensions granted until 1974, and through a 
combination of circumstances thereafter, 147 homes still exist 


to-Uay. 


Algonquin Island 


Algonquin Island was created by landfill operations 
which expanded what was known as Sunfish Island. Many 
Of its first residences were those floated by barge from 
Hanlan's Point in 1937 to enable construction of the 
Island Airport. The remaining lots were quickly taken 
up and new cottages constructed. 

Following World War II, Algonquin Island was almost 
totally occupied by permanent year-round residents due 
to the housing shortage on the mainland. 

In 1956, there were 107 leases acquired by Metro- 
politan Toronto on Algonquin Island. To-day, 103 of 


those premises are occupied. 
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chapter five 


OTHER PARKS 


Authorities and Jurisdiction 

Planning of and control over parks geographically 
located within the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto 
are the concern of a number of agencies and levels of 
government. 

Toronto Harbour Commissioners, formally created in 
1911, own a substantial, portion of. land throughout the 
central waterfront, including many water lots. They are 
involved in planning for the central waterfront area, and 
control the construction and use of the Eastern Headlands 
(otherwise known as “Aquatic-Park! or the "Leslie Street 
Spit"), and provide policing and lifeguard services for 
waterfront parks. 

The Federal Government has land holdings on the central 
waterfront extending from Stadium Road on the west and 
going east along the water lct areas running on the 
north shore of the Toronto Harbour headland and over the 
western side of the York Street slip through a parcel north 
of. Oueen *s .Ouny-on sYork Street.» tn.1972, theses lands »were 
purchased by the Federal Government to serve as an urban park 
and are currently managed by the Harbourfront Corporation 
which is charged with the overall planning function of the 
site. This is to include the creation of a mixed use 
development, with special emphasis on a public place 


providing recreational and cultural activities. 
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Ontario Place and the lands and water lots outside 
the inner harbour and south of the limit of the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners’ water lots are owned by the Province 
of Ontario. 

Metropolitan Toronto owns Exhibition Place and 
other waterfront parks including Coronation Park, Battery 
Park, Gore Park and the Toronto Island Park. It has 
general responsibility for planning for the whcle of 
Metropolitan Toronto and is heavily invclved in the 
creation of a regional parkland system. 

In 1970, the Metropolitan Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority (MTRCA) was appointed by the 
Ontario Government to control land development in 
hazardous areas under The Conservation Authorities Act 
and to implement "The Waterfront Plan for the Metropolitan 
Planning Area" (December, 1967) outside the central sector. 
Its jurisdiction is generally from the Pickering/Whitby 
Townline running west to the Mississauga/Etobicoke boundary, 
excluding the central sector. The central sector lies 
between Coxwell Avenue on the east and Dufferin Street on 
the west and, with respect to it, MTRCA was assigned 
responsibility for the preparation of a master plan for 


the lands that were created by dredging the outer harbour. 


That plan involved the creation of large areas of boat 
mooring space, swimming and camping activities and a 


wildlife sanctuary (leading to the name "Aquatic Park"). 
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Generally speaking, the MTRCA has been involved in the 
creation of various waterfront parks. Once those parks 
were ready for operation, it has turned them over to 
the Metropolitan Toronto Parks Department. 

Neighbourhood and local parks located within the 
City of Toronto are owned and operated by the City and 
include, on the waterfront, a small park at Harbour 
Square and the Fort York lands. In addition, it leases 
the Cherry Beach Park and McCleary Park from Metropolitan 
Tenonto ¢ 

Both the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department 
and the City of Toronto Planning and Development Department 
are heavily engaged in the planning and development of 
waterfront and other parks within their respective 
JUrasdictions. 

The Central Waterfront Planning Committee was 
created in 1973 to develop planning proposals for the 
central waterfront on a short and long-term basis. The 
Technical Committee of that Committee consists of 
representatives from the City of Toronto Planning Board, 
the MTRCA, the Metropolitan Toronto Parks Department, the 
Metropolitan Planning Board, the Ministry of State for 
Urban Affairs and the Toronto Harbour Commissioners. 
According to Simon Chamberlain, Program Manager-Research 
of the City of Toronto Planning and Development Department, 
the Central Waterfront Planning Committee has been preparing 


a coherent Central Waterfront. Plan which is currently in 
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revised preliminary draft form. 

This Commission heard evidence from representatives 
of the Toronto Harbour Commissioners, the Metropolitan 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, the 
Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department, the Metropolitan 
Parks and Property Department, the City of Toronto Planning 
and Development Department, and Harbourfront Project. 

Their testimony and exhibits filed were of great assistance 
in placing the Toronto Island Park in the context of 
waterfront planning generally and in determining what 

other developments have taken place in terms of the 
creation of waterfront parks since the assumption of the 


Toronto Islands by the Metropolitan Corporation in 1956. 


Waterfront Parks 

Im the last 25 years various slevels of government 
have expended their resources on the creation and 
development of waterfront parks in Metropolitan Toronto. 
Through their concerted efforts, the Toronto Waterfront 
has become an important recreational resource attracting 
large numbers of visitors annually. 

According to a chart prepared by Simon Chamberlain 
of the-CGity,of, Toronto Planning and Development, Department, 
the official parks;and recreation areas inthe central 
Watertront as of52980 consist of some 1,172 acresas 
Gompared with some 812 acres in 1955. Particulars of 
these changes as obtained from him are contained in the 


table below: 
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CENTRAL WATERFRONT 
OFFICIAL PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS 
LOSS Oso a0 


a ee 


INVENTORY CHANGES: 


NAME OF PARK 


nQiaeee Park 
savueey Park 
Cherry peaeH 
Coronation Park 
Exhibition Place 
ror week | 
Gore Park 


Harbourfront 
(Maple Leaf Ball Park) 


Harbour Square Park 

Islands pace 

Leslie Street Ramp Lands 
McCleary Park 

ence Place 


York Street Ramp Lands 


Looe | 1980 


aia 
paarore 


5 
18 


Die 

3 

55 

2 
Loi 


94 


Mr. Chamberlain also pointed to what he termed as 
"informal recreation areas" available now which were 
not in P55) and ’putsthe total’ or these? areas’ at-43 
acres. 

Michael Garrett, Administrator of the Water 
Resources Division of the MTRCA testified about 
waterfront parks developed by that Authority. From his 
evidence, a comparison of the waterfront parkland 


situation now and ten years ago has been reduced to the 


following table: 


WATERFRONT PARKS DEVELOPED BY 
METROPOLITAN TORONTO REGION 
AND CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 


MISSISSAUGA/ETOBICOKE TO AJAX/WHITBY 


ACREAGE 


Ae GES 1980 
58 


NAME OF PARK 


Marie Curtis 
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Mr. Garrett also mentioned a number of other park 
areas or areas planned for parkland. These have not 
been included in the table appearing immediately above 
for various reasons, such as the opening of the park 
has not yet occurred; the area is not yet accessible; 
and construction is still taking place. In this 
category are 881 acres as of 1980 (185 acres as of 1970) 
and embrace the following: Colonel Sam Smith; Humber 
Bay West; East Point Park; Frenchman's Bay; Duffin 
Creek; and Ajax Waterfront. 

A number of areas provide parks and recreational 
opportunities fer Metro's population, especially during 
the summer months. These include the Harbourfront Project 
with its intensive recreational and cultural activities; 
the waterfront parks created by the MTRCA and now managed 
by Metro Parks; lands owned and managed by the Province 
of Ontario; and lands owned by and leased to the City 
OL Loron tc. 

The Eastern Headlands, created as a result of 
dredging by the Toronto Harbour Commissioners, consists of 
some 248 acres of land lying south of Leslie Street in 
the Toronto outer harbour. Construction of it began in 
1958. Although not originally created for the purposes 
of parkland, this site has become known as "Aquatic Park" 
since the MTRCA was requested to and did Heodnce a plan 


in the mid-1970's. The Toronto Harbour Commissioners 


maintain control of these lands at the present time. While 
they are still under construction and not in a finished 
state, they have been used by the public since 1973. 

From June through October on weekends and holiday sy> there 
is an activity programme of cycling, hiking and bus tours. 
In 1979, some 17,000 visitors were required to sign 

waiver of liability forms in order to enter upon the lands, 
giving an indication of its unfinished state. Jan Brown, 
General Manager of the Toronto Harbour Commissioners, 
testified that: "Every visitor to the site has to sign 

a waiver at the entrance holding us free and harmless 

from anything that might happen to them while they're 

out there because it is still a construction site and no 
monies have been spent on manicuring the area or removing 
some of the hazards that obviously exist when excavation 
material and rubble are being placed alongside the road." 
There is a Toronto Transit Commission bus service onto 

the "Spit" at those times visitors are allowed. Boat 
mooring facilities exist at the site. 

There are a number of issues yet to be resolved 
concerning "Aquatic Park", some of which include the 
question of vehicular access to the site; the preservation 
of the wildlife sanctuary as opposed to the creation of an 
intensive water-oriented park; and which level of 
government shall be responsible for the costs of armouring 


oer providing shore protection for the lands. 
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Regarding Metropolitan Tcronto's potential 
involvement in the development and operation of 


"Aguatic Park", the matter was dealt with by Metro 


Council on May 3, 1977. Council adopted a recommendation 


originating in a report of the Parks, Recreation and 
Property Committee which enumerated a number of 
conditions which would have to be met before Metro 

would invest any funds in the development of the lands. 
Christopher Roberts, Deputy Commissioner of Parks for 
Metro, indicated~.in his\evidence’ that none of ‘these 
conditions had yet been met. Aside from some funds 
expended on the planning process, Metro has not involved 
itself financially. This reflects the position of Metro 


CouncrE 
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City of Toronto Parks 

Tvan Forrest, Commissioner of Parks and Recreation 
for the City of Toronto, testified that his Department 
is responsible only for local and a2strict parks* within 
the City of Toronto, while the Metropolitan Corporation 
is responsible for regional parks. He said that" a’ local 
park must be at least one-third of an acre in size and 
accommodate both active and passive recreational uses. 
A district park also is to provide both active and 
passive recreational uses but, in nddstion;)- often offers 
a major recreational component such as an artificial ice 
rink, a community centre or an extraordinary landscape 
feature. In contrast, he stated, the regional parks 
system operated by Metropolitan Torcnto forms a major 
integrated parks system of chief natural features which 
serve the entire region rather than just the populace of 
the Oty Sle Toronto .-SMrTerorrest approximated City-owned 
and leased local and district parks to be 1,607 acres in 
totals 

While regional parkland is not under the FUrtealerion 
of Mr. Forrest's Department, it was his view that there 
was little scope for the expansion of regional parks 
within the City’ of Toronto. 

With reference to local and district parks, there 
are 51 neighbourhoods which comprise approximately 25 
per cent of the City's population that experience serious 


park shortages. The Official Plan policy of the City of 
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Toronto calls» for is4 acres: forveach 1,900%6f4 populations 
To bring the numbers of acres of local and district 

parks up to minimum standards would require the acquisition 
of some 57 acres at an estimated cost of $27,000,000. to. 
92870005000, 

In terms of waterfront parks, the City of Toronto 
is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the 
Western Beaches, excluding Exhibition Place and the 
Federal Government lands; and the Eastern Beaches, 
excepting Ashbridges Bay. In addition, it owns a small 
park at Harbour Square and has plans to enlarge it. 

Mr. Forrest proffered the opinion that there is no 
shortage of regional parkland within the City of Toronto. 
He said that "unless the attendance (on Toronto Islands) 
got to the situation where they were shoulder to shoulder, 
I don't see where a few acres is going to make any 
difference;:=.".)9Mr.. Fosrestshaswserved Alavyearsawith 
the Parks and Recreation Department and has been its 


Commissioner for the past 15. 
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Other Metropolitan Toronto Parks 

The Metropolitan Toronto regional parkland system 
consists of large masses of land designed to accommodate 
the diversified interests and recreational needs of a 
broad Metropolitan community. By the end of 1979, the 
Metropolitan Corporation had acquired some 8,369 acres 
including special project areas such as 
Exhibition Place, the Metropolitan Zoo, the newly- 
developing Humber Arboretum and the lands of the Ontario 


Science Centre. Distribution of these regional parklands 


is detailed in the table below: 


METROPOLITAN TORONTO PARKS SYSTEM 
DISTRIBUTION OF REGIONAL PARKLANDS 
AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1979 


i 


Black Creek Watershed 
Don Valley Watershed 
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A picture of Metro Parks' inventory within the 
framework of area municipality parks is painted as 


follows: 


PARKLANDS WITHIN METROPOLITAN TORONTO 
DISTRIBUTION BY AREA MUNICIPALITY 
AS. (OF DE CME BR Sl pes tee 


AREA : ACREAGE ~ : 
MUNICIPALITY LOCAL PARK REGIONAL PARK 


East York 


"Public open space" owned by the Metropolitan 


Corporation is generally classified by its staff into 
three types: (1) developed lands, available to the 

public with a reasonable amount of public service for 

the visitor;(2)—»estrieted lands, where the visitor 

does not have free access to the land, such as a municipal 
golf course or the Metropolitan Zoo, where one has to pay 
an admission charge; and (3) undeveloped lands, which 

are generally~-a- collection of lands with-little~in-the-way 


of public servicing, but still accessible to thespubiees 
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While some of the undeveloped lands cannot be used in 
the sense that they are hazardous due to erosion or 
flooding, others can readily be developed with a small 
amount of work. Generally, those undeveloped lands 
remain in their natural state, but are available to 
the public without specific servicing. 

Christopher Roberts, Deputy Commissioner of 
Metro Parks, described how the Metropolitan Corporation 
acquires parkland. Those methods include acquisition 
through agreement with area municipalities, gifts, 
purchases and expropriation. 

From its inception, Metro Parks, under the direction 
of Thomas Thompson, Commissioner for some 23 years, 
has held the view that the regional parkland system 
should, in contrast to neighbourhood or municipal parks, 
be regional in appeal, serve large communities, and 
accommodate widely diversified interests and activities. 

Myr. Roberts testified that: “It is largely a 
laissez-faire park system that has highlights and 
particular centres of activity, but it suggests two 
important things I think. First, that the land should be 
managed in harmony with nature and, secondly, that it should 
accommodate the recreation needs of people provided that 
i+ 36 not at odds with the caring for the land in its 


natural condition.” 


This theory of a passive parks system is reflected 
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in the 1966 "Development Concept for Regional 
Metropolitan Parks", otherwise known as the "25-Year 
Development Plan", adopted by Metro Council on 

November 15, 1966. In general terms, according to Mr. 
Roberts, this 25-year plan has served as a cornerstone 
for the development of the Metropolitan Parks system 

in the last.1 5eyears.., (he philosophy -of,0"a <gress iand 
trees system" espoused by Thomas Thompson has essentially 
been carried forward by Robert Bundy, the current Meee 


Parks Commissioner. 
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FUTURE PLANS 
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City.of, Toronto,Park.and, Transfer to.Metro 

in) 186 /,; thesCrown- granted to-.the. Corporation of ine 
City of Toronto the lands known as "the Island" with the 
exception of some 10 acres. adjoining the lighthouse at 
Gibraltar Point and the reserves at the east and west ends. 
The lighthouse later became the property eof, the. Cli yor 
TOLONLO and, 20 «LL SSG, the Cay, gas granted all of the 
water lots surrounding the Islands. During the late 1800's, 
the City of Toronto granted leases for commercial and 
residential uses and, as well, developed the rest of the 
park for recreational use. In subsequent years, hotels 
were built, beaches became increasingly popular, and the 
amusement site at Hanlan's Point attracted large crowds. 

A number of factors in the first half Of the twencieca 
century caused the popularity of the Island park to subside 
and its condition to deteriorate. These factors include 
the opening of Sunnyside Beach and Amusement Park on the 
City-side; the relocation of the baseball club to a@ new 
home on the mainland; the increasing popularity of cottage- 
going to the north; and the ultimate loss of the amusement 
area at. Hanlan’s. Poin, 

Flooding conditions on the Islands in 1952 undoubtedly 
had 1ts impact:. 

In 1954, Council of the City of Toronto considera. a4 
number of proposals for the development of the Island park 


and ultimately recommended that the Islands be developed for 
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park and non-commercial recreational purposes only and 
that the Metropolitan Corporation be requested to assume 
the Islands as a Metropolitan park and develop it for 
those purposes. 

The Province put the necessary legislation in place 
ana effective January 1, 1956, the Toronto Islands were 
vested in Metropolitan Toronto for parks purposes, subject 
to then existing leases. There was a reversion clause in 
the legislation, .providing. .torithe- return of— ther iWands?'to 
Lhe City of Torontcorin the) eventitthatre the) lands) ceased! to 


ke used for parks purposes. 


Development of a Regional Park 


From its inception, the Metropolitan Parks 
Department under the direction of Thomas 
Thompson, Commissioner, has considered the Toronto 
Islands a unique recreational resource which by 
reason of its location and) the characteristics of 
the terrain "lend themselves admirably to a non- 
residential resort development which is convenient 
to the large mass of population...." 

In the first comprehensive development plan, 
considered by Metro Council on February 21, 1956, 
Mr. Thompson described the combination of opportuni- 
ties he foresaw: "Extensive beaches backed by tracts 
of park and interwoven with lagoons, when provided 
with adequate comfort stations, refectories, refresh- 
ment facilities and other attractions, provide a 
park in which large numbers of people will find the 
recreation opportunities they expect. Facilities 
for a wide variety of aquatic activities, a children's 
wonderland, pony rides, band concerts, dancing and 
sO on, can be provided to form these attractions with- 
out profaning the natural aspects of the apea su 

This plan, approved in principle by Council, 
included the improvement of beach and picnic areas, 
the installation of play equipment, the provision 
of more refreshment facilities and the demolition 


of the homes acquired on Hanlan's Point. In addition, 
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the raising of the land levels and re-establishing of 
turfeand treés. wassconsidered a priority to prevent a re- 
currence of problems experienced in 1952 by high lake 
levels. Landfill operations, the creation of a regatta 
course, and shore protection work to prevent erosion 
were vtallvconsiderea an therl956 plan. anCouncil: also 
approved in principle Mr. Thompson's recommendation 
that residents of Algonquin Island be allowed to 
occupy their homes until the expiry of the leases, 
provided all properties be vacated by December 30, 
1968. Serious consideration was to be given to the 
provision ofa tunnels or®bridgerassacmeansoot 
automobile access to the Islands. 

Oneiay!) d¢0 195655 Metros Council consideredaa 
revisedrplans for’ therToronto> Islands,, deferring 
the question of tunnel access until the Federal 
Government replied to the request that it fund 
the cost of construction. 

Metro Council on December 2, 1958, adopted 
the recommendations of its Parks and Recreation 
Committee with respect to the development of 
Centre Island. Included in the plan were cetailed 
proposals for acquisition of leasehold properties 
and the creation of, amongst other facilities, a 
boathouse for boat and bicycle rentals, a restaurant, 
specially designed picnic areas, concession buildings, 


pavilions and a bathhouse. 


The question of access to the Islands was considered 


in a detailed report to Council on Septembers3s ,21960 bithe 


various proposals and estimates for a tunnel, bridge and 
aerial tramway are dealt with in the next chapter of this 
Report. The decision was that the Metropolitan Parks 
Department should assume from the Toronto Transit 
Commission the responsibility for the Operationsorttihe 
ferry service on behalf of the Metropolitan Corporation. 
The actual assumption took place as of Jvanvianyul 11962, 

Christopher Roberts, Deputy Commissioner of Metro 
Parks, testified about development plans for the Toronto 
Islands” inthe’ 1o¢@o0es 

On March 23, 1965, Metropolitan Council had certain 
proposals before it. Future development plans included 
expanded picnic grounds; improved beach Paci lieies. tS 
campground for group camping purposes on new lands to 
be created east of the existing Royal Canadian Yacht 
Club complex; golf facilities on Algonquin Island once 
the residential community was gone; an amusement park 
on Ward's Island; and an internal transportation system 
throughout the Islands. Other suggested facilities 
included a showboat, a marine transportation museum, an 
underwater aquarium, a crafts village and a children's 
area. It was Council's decision that the reports. of, the 
Parks Commissioner pertaining to the acquisition of 


Island’ properties , the development of a campsite and 
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the provision of capital funds to give effect thereto 
be adopted, but that the balance of the recommendations 
contained in those reports be struck out and referred 
back to the Parks and Recreation Committee for re- 
consideration and the submission of a "balanced Parks 
Programme" for the entire Metropolitan Toronto area. 
Briermy Our or COuncl.svdirection, the Parks and 
Recreation Committee met on numerous occasions to 
prepare a detailed plan as the basis of a long-range 
development programme for the Metropolitan Parks system. 
Eventually, a "Development Concept For Regional Metro- 
politan Parks", otherwise known as the "25-Year Develop- 
ment Plan" was adopted by Council on November 15, 1966. 
This long-term plan described in detail the first 
10 years of the operation of the Metropolitan Toronto 
Parks Department, reiterated the policy of a regional 
parks system consisting of large land areas designed 
to offer-recreational opportunities. to the broad Metro=- 
politan population and reviewed the progress to date in 
land acquisition programmes. Developments for the 
ensuing 25 years looked to creating 10 major regional 
park areas. Particular goals set for Toronto Islands, 
following completion of acquisition of ali-lands, 
involved an amusement area to be located at Ward's Island, 
a Par-3 golf course at Algonquin Island, and serviced 
picnic areas to progress in a westerly direction from 


the Ward's Island dock. 


While the 25-year plan for regional parks was 
adopted by Metro Council in 1966, by.1973 ,the specific 
plans for Toronto Islands still had not materialized. 
Council had, by a series of yearly extensions from 
1968, permitted the Island residential community to 
continue to exist ona year-to-year basis. 

On.May.1, 1973, Mx. .Thompson sought the dtrection 
of Council. He requested that either of two courses 
of action be taken. The first would be for Metropolitan 
Council to restate its intention to develop the whole of 
Toronto Islands as parkland and proceed with acquisition 
forthwith by terminating all residential leases. The 
second course would have Metropolitan Council declare 
the area as a desirable residential community and ask 
the City of Toronto to take back the eastern portions of 
the Toronto Islands, including Algonquin Island and 
Ward's Island, with precise boundaries to be negotiated. 
This latter course would entail the City of Toronto 
assuming local services and bringing the areas up to 
acceptable residential standards. 

Metro Council deferred its decision on the 
direction it was to take on the Toronto Island Park. 
Instead it requested that the City of Toronto submit 
to the Metropolitan Parks and Recreation Committee 
any proposals it might have to take back the eastern 


portions of the Islands. At the same time, Metro 
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Council instructed Mr. Thompson also to report to the Parks 


and Recreation Committee on the general details of his plans 


for redevelopment of the eastern portions of the Islands. 


The entire matter was considered on December 1, 1973, 
when Mr. Thompson provided Metro Council with his comments 
on the City of Toronto's study entitled "Toronto's Island 
Park Neighbourhoods". As well, he described developments 
then to date on the Islands and his plan for a simple 
"grass and trees" system with provision for group picnic 
facilities; creation of a swimming pool complex at the 
Ward's Island beach area; more tennis courts at Ward's 
Island; a children's campsite at Algonquin Island; installa- 
tion of a regulation-size speed skating surface for winter 


use at Ward's Island; and certain other facilities. Mr. 
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Thompson requested that Metropolitan Council restate its inten- 
tion to develop the whole of Toronto Islands as parkland and 


proceed with the acquisition by terminating all reSidential leases. 


Be 


Although Metropolitan Council did not adopt Mr. Thompson's 
suggestions as a master plan for Toronto Islands, it did consider 
all of the reports before it, and decided that all; leases should 
be terminated as of August 31, 1974. Council -nsteucted sere 
Metropolitan Solicitor to take the necessary action to obtain 
possession of all remaining residential premises on Toronto 


Islands. 
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Usage of Toronto Island Park 


This Commission heard evidence from a number of 
experts in the parks and planning fields. Many of 
them indicated that parkland should not always have 
to be justified according to numbers of persons who 
make use of it. Robert Millward, Deputy Commissioner 
of the City of Toronto's Planning and Development 
Department recognized that: "There are a lot of 
facilities or activities or experiences that people 
don't measure the success by the number of people who 
pass through a turnstile". 

Leaving that proposition aside for the moment, 
the factor of use is a matter which this Commission 
examined. 

Evidence of some user surveys that Metro 
Parks had available to it was placed before this 
Commission. 

In 1964, a Canadian Opinion Research Survey was 
done on behalf of the Metropolitan Parks Department 
for the purposes of ascertaining the views of Island 
visitors to determine the type of future development 
that should be undertaken and to obtain facts and 
Opinions from them about their likes and dislikes. 
Some 540 interviews were conducted of individuals 


visiting the Toronto Islands from mid-July to mid- 


August in that year. Generally, the survey results 
showed high approval of the Island by visitors from 
out-of-town and from Metropolitan Toronto. The more 
telling information was that persons objected to 
extensive commercial development on the Islands and 
felt thatsaccess by thnevterny boats was desirable as 
a means of transportation. The conclusions of this 
survey were that development on the Islands should 
continue in the same style, but certain individuals 
felt they wanted more facilities and programme 
activities offered. With that survey in mind, Mr. 
Thompson set forth detailed and specific plans in 
the 1966 "Development Concept For Regional Parks" 
and the 1973 report, "Future Development of the 
Toronto Islands". 

An excerpt from the Metropolitan Toronto 
Planning Board's "Report on Transportation to the 
Toronto Islands", dated February 12, 1965, was filed 
with the Commission and indicates the origin of 
users of the Toronto Island Park on a peak day. 
From a map formulated for that Report, it can be 
seen that visitors to the Islands come primarily 
from the area municipalities of Metropolitan 
Toronto. Only nine perscentsof£) the. visitors, were 


from outside Metro. 
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A survey, completed in 1971 by the Rosedale Liberal 
Association, consisted of interviews of 2,002 visitors 
to the Toronto Islands from August 20 to September 20, 
1970. The results of this survey were that some 30 
per cent of visitors came from the inner-City area, 

27 per cent from the suburbs, and 28 per cent from 
beyond Metropolitan Toronto. The general conclusions 
of that survey were that access by the ferry boats 
should be retained but improvedand, in addition, while 
there should be improved parking facilities on the 
mainland, there should not be vehicular access to 

the Toronto Islands. A further conclusion, considering 
the origin of visitors was: "Obviously the Islands are 
very much a tourist attraction as well as serving both 
as a local and a regional Park". 

The most recent survey presented in evidence is 
contained in the "Central Waterfront Information Base 
Souay “tom Uses of *the-City of Toronto Planning Board . 
Part of this study involved the interviewing of persons 
on the Toronto Islands from August to October, 1975. 
The conclusions reached were that waterfront parks are 
being used by people from the large Metropolitan Region 
as well as by the local population. The Toronto Islands, 
in particular, had 25 per cent more tourists than any 
Other area surveyed. It found also that waterfront 
parks are regularly used, with a significant number (28 
per cent) of the visitors attending waterfront parks 


at least once a week, 
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Christopher Roberts of Metro Parks explained that 
"invisible surveys" of people using the regional park 
system are not possible in the case of wisiberss-torkhe 
Torcnto Island because information on origin and destina- 
tion is usually obtained from the licence plate ofa 
motor vehicle. 

Metro Parks supplied the Commission with statistical 
figures dealing with permits issued for picnics at various 
locations on the Islands, including Ward's, Gibraltar 
Point, Hanlan's Point, Island Park, Olympic Island and 
Centre Island. The data reveal that usage of these sites 
for picnics over a 10-year period (1970 to 1979) mis! takxctly 
constant. 

Certain occupants of the Toronto Islands rent from 
Metropolitan Toronto on a concession basis. These are 
described in the Chapter entitled "Non-Residential 
Occupants" later in this Report. 

In the 10-year period from 1970 to 1979 both inclusive, 
Metro received a total of $3,283,009. rental from the 
various concessionaires. This was based upon total gross 
sales of $21,748,122., particulars of which are contained 


in the tables appearing on the two pages following: 
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I do not believe these figures are meaningful in 
determining the level of Toronto Island usage. This is dealt 
with in the Chapter on "Consideration and Conclusions", 
in the section! called® "Comminity?v.<« Parkland". 

In looking at the usage of waterfront parks generally, 
this Commission heard evidence from Frank Mills of the 
Harbourfront Project, who estimated that in 1979 they had 
approximately one and one-third million visitors. Ian 
Brown of the Toronto Harbour Commissioners talked of some 
17,000 waiver forms having been signed by visitors to 
Aquatic Park on weekends in 1979. Michael Garrett of the 
MTRCA spoke of increased usage of their waterfront parks, 
in particular on summer weekends. He testified that on 
approximately 12 weekends each summer, two of the parks 
created by the MTRCA (Ashbridges Bay and Bluffers Park) 
have had to close off admission at their sites. Mr. 
Garrett also provided the Commission with excerpts from 
waterfront park use surveys done in 1973 and 1976. 

People using those areas originate from the Metropolitan 
Toronto area, but a substantial number come from the 


immediate area of a park. 
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Future Plans 

Robert Bundy, Metro's Commissioner of Parks and 
Property, testified on his Department's plans for the 
eastern regions of the Islands should the residential 
community leave. He reiterated that the Department 
Operates a passive system of parks’ and that»his 
philosophy, too, is essentially one of "grass and 
flowers and trees". He would see the Toronto Islands. 
divided into three areas. The easterly section on 
Ward's and Algonquin Island would be for family group 
picnic areas where people would go to enjoy and amuse 
themselves. Centre Island would be a place where 
groups could go to be amused and entertained. The 
westerly,section, ancluding,the-Hanlan's.Point area, 
would accommodate organized activities such as 
athletics. and musical events.) Inmshis.evideénee he 
said that he would recommend to Metro Council that, 
inorder toszeffect.asdispersallof epersonsaasom 
Centre Island, the children's farm be moved to Ward's 
Island. He added that this would be in keeping with 
his Department's approach, that the eastern portions 
would be where people would go to amuse themselves 
and have quiet enjoyment. 

At the present time, there are no specific 
detailed plans before Council for he easterly 
portions of Toronto Islands, in Mr. Bundy*s words. 
"BaSically because the possession of the property 


has been very much up jin® thevaire: 
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The "grass and flowers and trees" philosophy is 


portrayed in the following photograph of Toronto 


Islands parkland: 


METRO PARKS FERRY SERVICE 
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Metro Parks Ferry Service 

Since 1962, the Metropolitan Toronto Parks Department 
has operated the ferry service to and from the Toronto 
Islands. It does so under the authority of subsection 7 
of section 210 of The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto 
Act, which authorizes Metro to "establish, maintain and 
operate a ferry service" for providing access to the 
Toronto Islands for so long as the oIsilands sor zanywpart 


thereof remain vested in Metro and are used for park 


purposes. 
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The Toronto Ferry Company provided transportation to 
the Islands until 1927 when the Toronto Transportation 
Company (now the Toronto Transit Commission) as agent for 
the City of Toronto commenced operating the service. 
Initially, the City of Toronto owned the assets of the 
Toronto Transportation Company and was responsible for 


the costs and deficits of the service. On January 1, 1948 
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the City turned over the ferry operation to the Toronto 
Transit Commission, transferring ownership of the vessels 
to the Commission and making it responsible for operating 
costs. 

Until 1954, the City of Toronto operated a winter tug 
service mainly for Island employees and also made it avail- 
able to Island residents. In that year, the Toronto 
Transit Commission began providing winter service using 
rented tugs operated from the foot of Yonge Street to Ward's 
Island and to the Island Filtration Plant. At the same time, 
the Toronto Transit Commission became responsible for the 
operation of an Island bus service for employees working 
there during the winter. 

A freight service was operated by the Toronto Transit 
Commission with door-to-door pick up and delivery between 
the mainland and the Islands until 1959. Subsequently, 
freight service was provided on regular passenger boats 
with delivery only between the mainland docks and the 
Island docks. 

James McGuffin, General Secretary of the Toronto 
Transit Commission, testified before this Commission and 
supplied a number of statistics relating to that Commission's 
involvement in the ferry service from the year it assumed it 
(1927) to the year it relinguished it (1961). The passenger 
inventory, revenue and operating costs and eae deficit 


in each of the years of operation is presented as follows: 
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The designation "Passengers Carried" in the table 
immediately preceding is based upon one-way trips. The 
figures range from a low of 966,063 (L956) toma diigminé 
2,606,542 (1944). The peak years were during World War 
Il until the beginning of the 1950's, when the greatest 
number of people were residing on the Islands. The 
lowest figures are during the period=1955-to-L9¢ly,-when 
the Island park had deteriorated greatly and homes were 
being demolished. 

On January 1, 1962, as a result of a number of 
Studies undertaken by the Metropolitan Parks Department 
and a decision of Metropolitan Council, Metro acquired 
the assets of the Toronto Transit Commission and took 
control of the, ferry service. 

Robert Sanaey Metro's Commissioner of Parks and 
Property, gave evidence concerning the fare structure 
~ £Or passengers using the ferry service and provided 
thé Commission with sample ferry schedules. The 
ferry schedules change over the course of the year. 
There is a spring schedule which commences: in mid- 
April; a summer schedule Starting in mid-May; a fall 
schedule from mid-September; and a winter schedule 
commencing in mid-October. Ferry service is increased 
during the summer and decreased in the winter. The 


frequency of trips to Centre Island increases dramati- 


cally in the summer, while the schedule for Ward's 
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Island and Hanlan's Point remains relatively constant. 
These are the three destinations from the mainland. 

Metro has always maintained a one~fare system for 
the return trip, with payment in advance on the mainland. 
The current fare (unchanged since January 'l, 19 76)> is 
Si.00 fom the return trip for an adult; 50; for a senior 
Citizen: and 25¢-f0m -a.chitai. from 1962-46 1972,-the 
winter return fare was double (50¢) the summer return 
fare “(25¢) for each adult. The Seasonal fare differential 
was abandoned in 1972. 

According to Mr. McGurfin, during the “TTC years", 
the total passenger capacity of the ferry fleet varied 


from time to time as follows: 


Metro's current fleet consists of five ferries with 


varying passenger capacities as set out in the table 


below: 
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NAME OF FERRY PASSENGER CAPACITY 
William Inglis 
Sam McBride 


Thomas Rennie 


Trillium 


the “Ong iara” ere the (ornty ice-breaking vessel in’ the 
fleet. “it also serves aq the Ereignt carrier and can 
carry 30 tons of vehicles. When it carries vehicles, 
its passenger capacity is reduced to 120. 

In 1973, a plan was proposed to reclaim the “Pri lane 
and it was returned to the fleet in 1976. It has not been 
in service for passenger transportation because of its in- 
ability to dock at Centre Island. The Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners have been asked to construct a suitable dock 
at Centre Island to accommodate the "Trillium". Mr. Bundy 
indicated that he expected the "Trillium" to be in 
passenger operation during the 1981 season. 

During the winter months, only the “Ongiara”™ jis 
Operational. It docks at Ward's Island when it can, and 
otherwise at Hanlan's Point. When it transports passengers 


to Hanlan's Point, there is a bus service provided by the 


Metropolitan Toronto Parks Department which carries 
passengers between Algonguin and Ward's Island and 
Hanlan's Point. On some winter days, the "Ongiara" is 
“nan le tO travel *to"orvoock at Hanlan's £Pointivand, on 
those occasions, Island residents are taken by bus to the 
Island Airport where they catch the "Maple City" ferry 
operated by the Toronto Harbour Commissioners. 

Mr. Bundy estimated the costs of operating the 
winter ferry service including the costs of the ancillary 
bus Service to. be .about s225,,000. 

The ferry service operates at an annual deficit. 
Data for the last decade were furnished by Metro Parks 


and are contained in the following table: 
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Average annual deficit of the ferry service works out 
torbe 751987415. 50.. 

Metro Parks records ferry passenger count on a return 
trip basis and, as well, has a formula for estimating 
"park visitors". That formula assumes that those who 
are carried during the winter months (December through 
March) are primarily Island residents and various Metro 
and contractor personnel. In multiplying the numbers of 
passengers carried in the four winter months by a factor 
of three, Metro Parks assumes the extended figure 
isolates the non-park visitor total. It then subtracts 
that figure from the total passenger count to arrive at 
the number of park visitors. (The application of this 
formula is conceded probably to be weighted against park 
visitors but, for the purposes here, produce an adequately 
approximate figure.» 

It is meaningful to set forth the ferry passenger 
statistics in the last 25 years so as to embrace the point 
that Metro assumed control of the Toronto Islands (January 
27 oe) In so “doing, the" figures idurang WTC operations 
(until January 1, 1962) have been adjusted to reflect 


Metro Parks' system of recording: 
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The table immediately above shows that the park 
visitor count has ranged from a low of about 280,000 in 
L956 ‘to! a high ef about 172607000 anv iog70-™ in’ the tact 
decade, however, the fluctuation is hardly remarkable. 

By far the greatest visitor ferry traffic occurs 
during the three summer months of June, July and August, 
peaking in July of each year. This is amply demonstrated 
in the monthly records of Metro Parks Ferry Service over 


the past decade, presented in the following table: 
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The highest passenger count on a single day in the 
last decade was recorded on Monday, July 1, 1974 at 
43,494. The lowest number of passengers carried ona 
Single day in that period when the ferry was running was 
12 on)Priday » February  13'/-19 762 - During tehe tsame 
period, the highest weekly passenger count was noted 
as" 1347 6.13 ait tae ae week ending July 7, 1974: . These 
and the corresponding figures over the ten-year period . 


are contained in the following comprehensive table: 
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The Commission paid some attention to the 
distribution of passengers to each of the three dock 
areas on the Islands. This exercise was considered 
purposeful because of the suggesticn that there has 
long been a dispersal problem in that the majority 
of persons tend to travel by ferry to Centre Island. 

From the last table, it will be noted that the 
highest weekly passenger count in 1979 was for the week 
ending July 8th, during which the total figure was 
105,867. From approximate figures supplied to the 
Commission by Mr. Bundy regarding Island dock 


destinations, the following table has been constructed: 
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It can be easily seen from the table above that the 
pattern’ is markedly for’ visitors to»clusten an the 
direction of Centretislandy “According to Mre Bundy, 
when relatively large crowds are on the Islands, "the 
ferries do run longer hours depending upon the number 
of people that have to be brought back from Centre 
islando™ Het later)-Stated:/" “Thats tour-probvem: Glhac 
is why we have to do something to disperse the group 
from Centre Island and spread them to Hanlan's and the 
Eastern section." 

If the residential community were-to'-leave, Mr. 
Bundy would xsecommend to Metro Council that the winter 
ferry service be adjusted downward, with only. four 
daylight trips to each of Ward's and Hanlan's Point. He 
estimated that that service would cost somewhere between 
$91,000. and $92,000)... in comparison with current costs 
of $225,000. (including+the-bus-serviice). 

Should the residential community remain, even at its 
present size, Mr. Bundy's..view is that a freight dock 
would’ have to be installed at Ward's Island: “He suggested 
that it would interfere with the enjoyment of park users 
to have delivery and service traffic going through park 
areas and also that the roads system ion, the \Is lands! was 
not designed to handle volume truck traffic. Mr. Bundy 


put the cost of a freight dock at an estimated $1,000,000" 
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When asked about a possible expanded community, 
Mr. Bundy replied that the "Ongiara" could take a few 
moze passengers. With, say, 100 additional homes, that 
ship could not manage the passenger load during rush 
hours and an additional ice-breaking vessel would be 
required which, according to him, would cost in excess 
of $17,000; 000. 

On the question of access to the Toronto Islands, 
Mr. Bundy said that "we are not studying any other means, 


either a bridge or a tunnel." 
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A Tunnel? 

It appears that a tunnel or bridge to the Islands 
was proposed for the Western Gap as early as 1913. The 
Federal Government actually began construction of a 
tunnel under the Western Gap in 1935, but it was 
abandoned. 

During the five-year period 1955 to 1960, the 
Metropolitan Parks Department considered the question 
Of optional modes of transportation to the Toronto 
Islands. Various consultants were retained to prepare 
sketches and estimates for a vehicular tunnel beneath 
the Western Gap which would emerge at Hanlan's Point. 
| Christopher Roberts, Deputy Metro Parks Commissioner 
described the proposals which ranged in cost in 1960 from 
$6,000,000. to allow public transportation access to the 
Islands, and $10,000,000. to enable private automobile 
access. There would also have been additional costs for 
roads;, Lighting end.parking Tots. 

The Parks and Recreation Committee of the municipa- 
lity of Metropolitan Toronto was of the view that while 
the Western Gap was the most desirable location for a 
tunnel, the costs of construction would be very high. 
Also, the maintenance costs would be relatively high 
and there would be serious destruction of parkland by 
the construction of roadways and, parking) lots.4o712 
was felt that there would be an aesthetic loss by 


allowing large numbers of vehicles on the Islands. 
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A passenger tunnel for pedestrians was also 
considered by Metro Council in 1960 which, according 
to estimates obtained, would cost approximately $421,000. 
This tunnel, too, would have been under the Western Gap 
and would have a capacity of approximately 5,000 people 
per hour in each direction. 

Metro's Parks and Recreation Committee was of the 
view that such a passenger tunnel would have comparatively 
small capacity and would service only the Island Airport 
area and that it would be difficult to distribute people 
in volume from beyond that point without a most extensive 
internal transportation system. 

Metropolitan Toronto Council, on September 8, 1960, 
adopted the recommendation that the construction of a 
tunnel and any other means of vehicular access to the 


Islands not be further considered at that time. 
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A bag es, 

In the Summer of 1960, the Metropolitan Parks 
Department considered the feasibility of constructing 
a bridge and decided at the outset that the only 
possible location was over the Eastern Gap. Consultants 
were retained and their view was that a bridge of 
sufficient. capacity would cost’ 535150; 000."" The 
Toronto Harbour Commissioners, however, advised the 
Parks Department that their plans were to widen the 
Eastern Gap and that if a clear span was to be 
contemplated, the bridge would have to be 120 feet 
high. The costs” o£f- constructiontorta Dradge+oL nat -eype 
was estimated at $8,800,000. This estimate 
included the construction of roads, parking lots 
and” Lighting 

The Parks Department believed that a vehicular 
bridge could not be considered over the Western Gap 
due to the existence of the Island Airport. The 
Eastern Gap was inappropriate because the Harbour 
Commissioners' clearance requirements would make 
the costs very high. 

Plans” for’ construction ofa bradge *o the: Toronte 


Islands were shelved. 
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An Aerial Tramway? 


Metro Council, also in 1960, considered an aerial 
tramway which would carry passengers on aerial cable 
cars across the Eastern Gap, with stations 1,400 feet 
apart and elevated 120 feet. The trip would take three 
minutes. The system looked at had a capacity of 1,200 
persons per hour travelling in each direction. Estimated 
installation costs were $390,000. 

Another suggestion, for use during the winter months, 
involved large passenger cabins with a capacity of 600 
persons per hour in each direction at a cost of $75,000. 

Council saw the aerial tramway method as having 
comparatively small capacity and requiring an extensive 
internal transport system on the Island to disperse 
visitors. In the final result, this option was rejected 
and the assumption of the TTC's ferry fleet to be 
Operated by the Metropolitan Parks Department was 


adopted by Council as the mode of access of choice. 
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Water Taxis 

Ron Mazza, Island resident and Co-chairman of the 
Toronto Island Residents" Association, gave evidence 
that there are two water taxi services which go to and 
from the Toronto Islands. One is operated by .a Brenton 
Wiebe and the other by a Dave Maxwell. According to 
the testimony, Mr. Wiebe has a variety of boats capable 
of transporting both passengersyand: treight)1« Mr Maxwell. 
has a power boat primarily used as a passenger water taxi, 
but also capable of handling materials. 

Water taxis usually leave from the foot of York 
Street and arrive at either the ferry dock or as close 
to the home being serviced as possible. The water taxi 
service is available after hours (after the Metropolitan 
Parks ferry service stops running) and the charge was 
thought to be $2.50 per person. There is no winter water 
taxi service. 

Because, ofthe. dkiiiculty scimwtransportingwbui Laing 
materials and furniture via the Metropolitan Parks ferry 
service, residents have made private arrangements with 
the operators of the water taxi services to take various 


commodities to the Islands. 
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Yacht Club Tenders 

The three major private yacht clubs on the Islands 
have their own transportation service available for 
club members. 

Royal Canadian Yacht Club maintains (and has done 
so since 1880) its own launch service from the mainland 
to the Island. It runs from approximately mid-March to 
mid-December each year and carries an estimated 120,000 
passengers annually. In 1979, the mainland terminal 
was switched from the foot of York Street to Parliament 
SE CLeets 

Queen City Yacht Club operates a ferry service 
from the foot of York Street to Algonguin Island from 
May through to October. 

The Island Yacht Club tender service runs from 
the foot of Spadina Avenue directly to Mugg's Island 
hourly from May to mid-June and half-hourly from mid- 
June to September. In 1979, some 45,000 One-way trips 
were made. 

Persons using the Toronto Island Marina can 
conveniently travel to their boats on the Island by 
using public ferry service as the Toronto Island Marina 
is located very close to the Centre Island dock. A 
tender service operated by the Toronto Island Marina 
is also available. That service is restricted to 
members and guests during busy times, but is otherwise 


open to anyone. This tender service logs roughly 


50,000 one-way trips each year. 


The Westwood Sailing Club, located at Algonquin 
Island, provides a private boat service (one return 
trip each evening) Monday through Friday in the 
summer months. It can accommodate at least 32 
persons. At other times, members use the ferry 
service to Ward's Island. 

Members of the North Toronto Sailing Club use 
the Centre Island ferry service or the Toronto 
Island Marina tender to travel from the mainland 


to theiscabeoats< 
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Island Airport Ferry 

The ferry "Maple City" is operated by the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners, who also operate the Toronto 
islandaAirport. ssinesenvice b2 months yasyear; itis 


shown in the photograph below. 


Carrying passengers from the mainland just west 
of Bathurst Street to the Toronto Island Airport, the 
Maple City crosses the Western Gap - a distance of 400 
fears Vituruons at 15-minute- intervals trom 7/200’ acm. to 
10t00' p.m. in the’ winter, extending to 11:00 p.m. in the 
summer months. 

During winter months, when the Metro Parks ferry 
service is not operating, the Maple City is available 
for Island residents and employees of the Metro Parks 
Department. A bus service arranged by Metro Parks 
then takes passengers from the Island Airport through 
to other parts of the Islands. The annual deficit of 


this ferry service measures approximately $275,000. 
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In the past, the Maple City has been recruited to 
transport Island residents for a number of weeks in a 
year. 

Its service appears to be a reliable one. [In the 
words of Ian Brown, General Manager of the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners: "The only occasion which our 
staff can recall on which both the '‘Onglara* and the 
"Maple City' were out of action was on January 26, 
1978, when a severe ice storm hit the City closing 
down operations at around noon until the following 
morning”. 

The Harbour Commissicners supplied this Commission 
with passenger statistics over the past number of years. 


In 1979, the Maple City carried 165,769 passengers. 
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Introduction 

I heard it often claimed that the residential areas 
Of the Islands occupy only a small portion of them and 
that it is unfair to force the residents to move from 
the Islands and allow other private users (particularly 
the yacht clubs) to remain. 

In order to explore these issues, I sought evidence 
to enable me to ascertain the amount of land occupied by 
the residential areas and its relationship to the entire 
area of land comprising the Toronto Islands. I wanted 
to know, as well, to what uses the remaining portions of 
the Islands were put and the acreage involved in each 
instance. 

Preliminary figures relating to acreage sizes and 
percentages of the whole varied according to the 
source of the information. I recognized that, depending 
upon how one defined the area to be measured (for what- 
ever purpose), it might well affect the resultant area 
figures. The commissioning of a private survey to size 
the various acreages was considered, but it was felt that 
this would undoubtedly be an expensive proposition. 

With all of this in mind, I asked Commission Counser 
to obtain from Metropolitan Toronto a map of the Toronto 
Islands marked with the existing land uses and the 
acreages involved. I felt that such a map would be 
reliable, bearing in mind that Metropolitan Toronto was 


in control of the Toronto Islands, save and except the 
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area set aside for Toronto Island Airport. It was my 
thinking that if the map outlined the areas and noted 
the acreages involved, any party who wished to question 
acreage figures could readily see the perimeters used 
to calculate the acreages. 

Metropolitan Toronto and, more specifically, its 
Parks and Property Department, obliged by supplying a 
map so marked. A legend appears on the map and it 
presents the types of land use in a particular way, 
giving the observer a sense of the existing land uses 
on the Toronto Islands and the acreages concerned. The 
Tegena on that map Ws placead-in“a taple, in essentially 


the form presented by Metro, as follows: 
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The table shows the residential areas as 20.94 acres 
on Algonguin Island and 12.03 acres on Ward's, for a 
eombined figure cof 532597 sacres,, ain relation tota total 
acreage of 612. 

The 612 acre total agrees with the figure contained 
im the City.of Toronto's Septembermpul 973o°foeronto's 
Island. Park ‘Neighbourhoods Study ..-That. study ;chowever,, 
has.different figures “for the wesidential areas... Dt puts 
the gross residential area on Algonquin at 17.6 acres (net, 
i.e. excluding Sidewalks Was. cieasumedicat .b2i13 acres js.’ Oo For 
Ward's, the gross residential area was said to be 11.4 
ecres. inet 720 acwesit inthe result, the H97e Kswudy sound 
the..gross..residentialt grea sho cber29.0 sacres i(net 2h9 Jseacres).. 
When related to “the ‘total acreage of 612, it found ‘that the 
gross residential area represented 4.7 per cent of the whole 
(the net, .3%2) pen tcenigs. 

The discrepancy in acreage is likely explained by 
determining“what “constitutes the perimeter.» For example, 
on the Metro map, the residential area on Algonquin Island 
is marked to include the north and south shores. The 1973 
Toronto study appears to have based its calculations on a 
map showing the residential area not extending to the shore- 
lines mentioned. 

On thecbasiisythat mothing- of moment cturns “upon 
which figures: accept? for the'-purposes of this Report, 
Counsel ‘for the City of Toronto and for thei Island 
residents expressed contentment that I accept the 


figures presented by Metro. Quite apart from their 


acceptance, I see the Metro figures as having more 
meaning. In the Algonguin Island illustration, for 
example, the situs of the residential area is such 
that, to all intents and purposes, the slivers of 
land to the north and south are effectively shut 
out from any productive use. 

Accordingly, I adopt for the purposes of this 

Report the figures furnished by Metro Parks. 
Relating the 32.97 residential acres to the 612 
acre total, the residential portion occupies 5.4 

per cent of the lands. 

The Metro map and figures do not include the 
lands set aside for the Toronto Island Airport. 

From other evidence, I make the area of the Airport 
lands to be 215 acres. Adding that to the 612 acres 
otherwise, the grand total of lands comprising the 
Toronto Islands measures 827 acres. 

I suppose (although no one suggested it to me) 
one could relate the 32.97 residential acres to the 
827 total and arrive at a smaller percentage, more 
specifically 3.i99)iper cente=:Stilh dower tthecfigune 
would be if one talked in terms of "net" residental 
area. The "numbers game" is an interesting one and I 
will have more to say about that later in my Report. 

In this! Chapter, -l describe! what might:be caki#ed 
a "mixed bag" of non-residential occupants of Toronto 


Islands, embracing Metro itself; lessees of Metro ona 
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fixed rental basis; lessees of Metro on a concession basis; 
and certain other occupants, including the Toronto Island 
Airport. 

Some of the occupants can be considered "private" in 
the true sense of the word, in that members of the general 
public are excluded from the lands. In this category, I 
would place the three yacht clubs ard the radio stations 
which have their towers and ancillary facilities on Island 
lands and water lots. 

Others are private entrepreneurs who occupy lands or 
lands and water lots, and who serve the public or a 
segment of the public. These would include the Toronto 
Island Marina and concessionaires embracing boat rental, 
bicycle rental, food and amusements. 

Still others are non-profit types of organizations, 
the membership of which is generally open to members of 
the public. Embraced by this category are certain Sailing 
clubs. 

Not all of the occupants described in this Chapter 
fall into the categories outlined in the three preceding 
paragraphs. This will become evident as they are 


described. 
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Private Yacht -Cinbs 
There are three yacht clubs located on the Toronto 
Islands which occupy land, water lots and shoreline (with- 


out adjoining? arid): as stollows: 


YAGH OC CLUB WAVER SHORELINE 


Royal Canadian 18.14 acres 8.14 acres 
Yacht-Cilub 


Queen City SoD "ACKres 1 pac “Leese 
Yacht Club 


Island Yacht 14.37 acres 1.6 ee 
Crap 


35.86 acres 10.52 acres: 1,245 feet 


The yacht clubs originally leased the areas which they 


occupy on the Toronto Islands from the City of Toronto. Tae 
leases were continued by the Municipality of Metropolitan 
Toronto when it assumed the lands from the City in 1956. 
On March, 22, 1966, Metro Council directed that the yacht 
club leases be renewed on the basis of a rental of 9% per 
annum of the assessed value (excluding buildings). The 
clubs would also be liable for realty taxes. A termination 
date for all aquatic club leases. was fixed for July: 31; 
1980 at which time a complete review of the leases could 
be conducted. 

A meeting was held on April 16, 1980, involving the 
Metro Parks Department and officials of the 
various boat _clubs, including the yacht clubs, to discuee 


the new rental rate being proposed by the Parks and 
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Property Department. The proposed yearly rental rate 

Gconeisted ofwa! base trental. rate oft Sh, 033vforceach 

acre of land and water, and $3.50. per running foot of 
shoreline where no adjoining land was rented. There was to be a 
10% reduction for clubs which did not have year-round 

access. With only Queen City Yacht Club dissenting 
wetherespect! tol thewproposedmmates for cshoreiine, 4 

resolution was passed supporting the proposed rental 

formula. 

The rationale for the proposed rental rate was 
set out by Robert Bundy, Metro's Commissioner of 
Parks Tande Property, Jn his” report rcor the Metro 
Executive Committee, dated July 15, 1980: 

Givens thevdiiticubties -ascsoci- 
ated with a real estate 
appraisal approach to the 
establishment.-of—a-uniform-rental rate, 
we concluded that the fairest 
and most legical way to develop 
the rental rate formula was to 
base it on the’rent received 
from a government-related pri- 
vate enterprise, Our own Toronto 
Island Marina. 

The base rate of $1,033. was calculated by dividing 
the yearly rental which the sTorontoeielandeMarine paid iby 
the acreage of land and water which it occupied ; 

It was recommended in the report of the Metro Parks 
and Property Department, dated July l5, 1980; that Metro 


enter into 25-year leases with the boat clubs. Mr. Bundy 


further recommended that the proposed rental formula be 


too 


used, but with provision for rent review every five 
years commencing July 31, 1985. The report was re- 
commended for approval by the Metro Executive Committee 
on July 22, 1980 and approved by Metro Council on 
September 9, 1980. 

Because each had a right of renewal in its 
previous lease, the Royal Canadian Yacht Club and the 
Queen City Yacht Club had to sign an agreement to be 
bound by the new rental amount, which has been done. 
The rental implications of the new agreement for the 


yacht clubs are as follows: 


ANNUAL RENT 
PURSUANT TO NEW ANNUAL 
YACHT CLUB PRIOR LEASE RENT 


Royal Canadian $3746185.00¢. 724,432.00. 
yacnt .Clup 


Queen City Sts ,2u4t 50 SHS aay af AS wt) 2 
Yacht Club 

Island Yacht $6192.80 $14,847.00. 
Cli 


An interesting aspect of the lease situation of 


the yacht clubs is their right to compensation if the 
leases are terminated. This is a crucial consideration 
because of the large investment that these clubs have 


made on rented lands. 
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The lease history of the Royal Canadian Yacht 
Club (RCYC) on the Toronto Islands is complex be- 
cause separate leases were used for various por- 
tions of the RCYCyproperty.« oft appearsethat the 
first lease which entitled RCYC to compensation if 
it was not renewed was a lease for the north island 
made between RCYC and the City of Toronto on May 26, 
1949. Between 1949 and Metro's assumption of Toronto 
Islands in 1956, some leases between RCYC and the City 
were compensable and others were not. It appears that 
all but one of the leases between RCYC and Metro prior 
to 1972 were compensable. The Metro Parks and Property 
Department considered the issue of compensability of the 
RCYC leases and recommended a new compensation formula 
which. started at’ a.Januaryolp!1969~valuation /of -$1,300,000. 
and depreciated each year thereafter. This compensation 
scheme was included in the lease between RCYC and Metro, 
dated February ..4)(1b97 2aaebtoprovides <thahativethe lease sis 
terminated any time between January 1, 1969 and July 3l, 
1981, RCYC would receive $1,300,000. The amount of 
compensation would decrease in each subsequent year until 
August 1, 2001, when RCYC would receive compensation of 


$250,000. if Metro refused to renew the lease. 
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The Queen City Yacht Club (QCYC) entered into a lease 
with Metro, dated December 27, 1973, which had a 
compensation clause procedurally identical to the one 
in the 1972 RCYC lease. The amount of compensation to 
be paid was not the same because the two properties 
were valued differently as of January 1, 1969. 

The Esland’ YachteClub (LYC)itfinst wentea’ Wandwon 
the Toronto Islands from the City in 1951. tits 
lease was for a period of 18 years, five months. It 
was renegotiated with Metro in 1960 and the resulting 
lease agreement, dated June 13, 1960, had a compensation 
provision different from those in the later RCYC and 
QCYC leases. Under the terms of its lease, IYC was to 
be compensated for the value of improvements existing 
as of 1960, if the lease were terminated by Metro. 
There was some question whether they would receive 
compensation for the improvements on the land in 1960 
at their 1960 value or at their present value. 

Mr. Bundy indicated in his testimony that Metro 
intended to carry forward any existing compensation 
agreements; sbut mot ctocereate new ones: 

The most recent membership figures for the 
three yacht clubs seedtall37232 eThastadikitiresoFt 
these clubs are also available to the families and 
guests of members. Membership costs vary among the 


clubs, but senior membership in each involves a 


minimum of an initiation fee, yearly dues and occasional 
assessments for various purposes. 

All three of the yacht clubs are surrounded by 
fence or water, precluding casual access by members of 
the general public. Each of the Baise however, runs 
at least one programme which is not limited to members 
and their families. 

RCYC introduced a junior sailing programme in 1925 
which is open to children of both members and non- 
members. This programme runs for two months and in 
L9S0 it invoilved!-2251 chitvaren /iOCYer also’ runs ‘‘alsuntor 
sailing club open to non-members. There are three 
sessions during the season in which approximately 105 
children enrolled. The IYC has three programmes for 
both members and non-members. Its junior sailing pro- 
gramme was formed in 1958. In 1980, 86 people took 
advantage of the programme, 57 of whom were non-members. 
The adult sailing programme was started shortly after 
1958 and in 1980 it involved 11 members and 12 non- 
members. Recently, IYC began a sailing programme for 
the blind in co-operation with the Canadian National 
institute forthe Blind. “In 1980, approximately 14 
individuals participated in this programme. 

All of the yacht clubs rely in some way upon 
municipal services. Each receives its water supply 
from the City of Toronto. None are hooked into the 


Islands sewage system. Each utilizes a separate 
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septic tank system and, in addition, the Royal 
Canadian Yacht Club has operated a small sewage 
treatment plant since 1970 to service the north 
island. 

Representatives of each of the three clubs 
testified that they depend on their own staff for 
security services “and do not specifically xsely on 
the Metro Police. All of the clubs have utilized 
the Toronto Harbour Police, usually for medical 
emergencies. ~ Only the Island» Yacht Club has not 
called upon the services of the Island Fire Depart- 
ment. 

It is instructive to examine in detail the 
Operations of each of the three yacht clubs, and 


this is done in the pages that follow. 
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A. The Royal Canadian Yacht Club 
The Royal Canadian Yacht Club (RCYC) is—the 
oldest of the yacht clubs located on the Toronto 


Teiands.* “Lt was tounded ah, 13852 asothe, Toronto 


“ins? Boat Club and the clubhouse was situated ona 
raft moored to one of the wharfs on the mainland. The 
Toronto Boat Club became the Royal Canadian Yacht Club in 
1854 and was incorporated under a special Act of the Province 
of Ontario,dated March 4, 1868. 

Peter Van Buskirk, General Manager and Secretary of 
RCYC, testified that in its early years RCYC occupied land 
in the area where the CN Tower now stands. With the 
expansion of the railway, the Club was offered land on the 
Toronto Islands in June of 1880 in exchange for its City- 
side property. The offer was accepted with at least some 
unhappiness and construction of the Islands clubhouse 
commenced in 1880. RCYC moved into its new clubhouse the 
following year. 

RCYC presently occupies portions of several islands 
located approximately equal distances from the Centre Island 
and Ward's Island ferry docks. Over the years, the lard has 
been improved and the area rented by the Club has increased. 
A lagoon between two islands was filled in 1937 to form what 
is now.the north island. The Club continued to expand in 


area until it reached its present size in the mid-1960's. 


The RCYC is active throughout the year. The 
mainland clubhouse, acquired in a merger with the 
Carbton .Clubsof, Porentos bamited:-on: Sseptembexr.420;, 1974:, 
is open’ 12) months: a! year,. but.it. reaches ats. peak 
use when the Islands clubhouse is closed. Facilities 
available to members at the mainland clubhouse include 
badminton and squash courts, a swimming pool, bowling 
alleys and a restaurant. 

Its Islands clubhouse opens annually on or about 
March «L5Sthandts 2n, ful operation by sthemVictori acDay 
weekend. Closing usually begins about the third weekend 
in September and is completed by the middle of November. 
Club facilities include a restaurant, tennis courts and 
a swimming pool. RCYC is very invcolved in competitive 
Sailing and hosts numerous sailing events. 

In order to transport members and their guests from 
the mainland to the Islands, RCYC has maintained its own 
launch service since 1880. This service operates from 
mid-March to mid-December. 

Mr. Van Buskirk provided evidence that as of 
October 13 l4alD 29 peRCYC nadia: totale. «2.549 smenberc. 
According to RCYC's 1979 Annual Report, the membership 
between 1970 and 1979 has fluctuated with a low of 
1,976 members ain el97S4and, ajhagh ef 27823 cin 269.76 
Although there is now no waiting list for membership, 
there isa waiting list of approximately one yeasts re 
obtain squash privileges and approximately five to seven 


years to acquire a boat mooring. 
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Members are able to extend club privileges to 
their spouses and children, and can take guests as 
visitors. As a general rule, a member may not be 
accompanied by more than 20 guests at any time and no 
person may be a guest more than five times during a 
calendar year. Mr. Van Buskirk estimated that. the 
total number of individuals making use of RCYC 
facilities during the year would be 8,000. 

To becomeraymember of  RCYC; an-individualemust 
be proposed for membership by a current member and this 
proposal must be seconded by another member. An 
application form is then submitted to the Membership 
Secretary. The name of the nominee is posted on the 
Club's notice boards. Any member can demand a vote on 
the nomination and the nominee will be granted 
membership only if more than six-sevenths of the ballots 
cast are in his favour. Evidence was presented that no 
vote has been demanded on a membership proposal for at 
least five years. If no vote is demanded, the Committee 
of Management decides whether the nominee is to be 
granted membership. Mr. Van Buskirk testified that RCYC 
accepts approximately 80 to 90 new members each year to 
keep its membership level reasonably stable. 

The cost of membership depends on the person's type 
of membership, age and use of facilities for which there 


is an additional charge. New resident members are 
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assessed an entrance fee calculated on a sliding scale 
according to age. At the top end of the scale are 
resident members between the ages of 30 and 59 years 
both inclusive who’ pay’ $2;,400.sand° atiithe other endeare 
l6-year-olds who pay $350. Non-resident members 
(living more than 80 kilometres from Toronto City Hall) 
pay an entrance fee of $200. Annual fees are also 
assessed on a Sliding scale with resident members 
between the ages of 30 years and 59 years paying $620., 
members aged 16 to 20 years paying $124.,, and non- 
residents paying $155. Separate charges are levied 

for rental of lockers, docks, drysailing and moorings. 
The charge for mooring a typical 30-foot boat with a 
10-foot beam is approximately $400. per year. In recent 
years, senior resident members were specially assessed 
$36. over two years when the sewage treatment facility 
was installed and $400. over two years to upgrade the 


clubhouse. 
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B. The Queen City Yacht Club 
The Queen City Yacht Club (QCYC) was 
Organized on July 18, 1889 and incorporated 


by Letters Patent on November 18, 1921. 


According to the testimony of David Fowler, 
Vice-Commodore of the Club, its clubhouse 
wasS Originally located at the foot of John Street. In 1924, 
dredging operations by the Toronto Harbour Commissioners 
caused damage to the clubhouse. The QCYC received a site on 
Algonquin Island and $25,000. as compensation. Those funds 
were used to build the Islands clubhouse and the Club moved 
there in the Summer of 1925. 

QCYC is located at the eastern end of Algonquin Island. 
It also utilizes shoreline on both the east and west sides 
of the lagoon adjacent to Algonquin Island, north of the 
bridge to the Island. An interesting landmark of QCYC is 
an old sailing vessel, "Rapids Queen", which was sunk in 
front of the clubhouse to serve as a breakwater. 

The Club is active from on or about May lst to 
October 3lst each year. During this period, it is open 
seven days a week. Its restaurant is open daily. QCYC 
maintains its own ferry service which transports members 
and their guests from the foot of York Street to the 
Islands. During the winter months, some members work 
on their boats which are in storage, but otherwise there 


Le nO activity. 


QCYC has the following classes of members: 
honorary, life, senior, non-resident, intermediate, 
junior, and student. The total membership in all 
classes in 1980 was 239. One family member is considered 
a Club member and the rest cf the family may be 
extended privileges. There currently is no waiting 
list for membership, but there is a waiting list for 
mooring a boat. 

The procedure for obtaining membership in QCYC 
is virtually identical to that used by the Royal 
Canadian Yacht Club. The individual must be nominated 
by one senior member in good standing and seconded by 
another. The individual's name is then published in 
the Club's monthly magazine, "The Clipper". Any member 
can demand a vote on the nomination and the nominee 
will be granted membership only if more than six-sevenths 
of the ballots case are in his favour. Mr. Fowler 
indicated in his evidence that a vote on nomination had 
never been demanded. If no vote is demanded, the Board 
of Directors may approve the application, defer it for 
the approval of the general membership at the next 
meeting, or refuse it. 

The cost of membership in QCYC depends upon the 
type of membership held by the individual. Particulars 


are contained in the following table: 
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$900. plus a 
redeemable 


TYPE OF MEMBERSHIP INITIATION FEE ANNUAL DUES 
debenture of 


Senior Member $480. 
S500. 


Student Member a hy, 


Out-of-town 
Member Tae 


Mooring and winter storage are available only to 


senior members at a yearly cost of $200. and $120. 
respectively. Senior members are also subject to 
periodic assessments when the Club's income falls 

below its expenditures. Assessments of between $50. and 
$75. have been made in four of the last five years. 
Finally, senior members, dinghy members, and crewing 
members are required to pay a minimum yearly restaurant 


emcwnarT bill Jor $175, 
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€.0 Thewisiand -Yachiu rola 
The Island..vacht2clubs<1YC).1.s Ene 
youngest of the yacht clubs located on 


the Toronto Islands. It was incorporated 


under Provincial legislation as a non- 
profit-social..clab.i221ne1951))-—.etoeases 
on Mugg's Island. The area it occupied was expanded ina 
subsequent lease. The Club had to bring in landfill to make 
the swampy land usable. It presently shares Mugg's Island 
with a bird sanctuary which was creatcd in 1971. 

ITYC opens its season in mid-May and closes in mid- 
October. It maintains its own ferry service which 
transports members and their guests from the foot of 
Spadina Avenue directly to Mugg's Island. This service 
operates daily on a half-hourly basis during the summer 
months and less frequently during the slower periods of 
the Club's season. Facilities available to members and 
their guests include a snack bar, dining room, locker 
rooms, storage space, tennis courts and swimming pool. 

Membership classes at the IYC are: senior, life, 
intermediate, junior, lady associate and non-resident. 
According to the testimony of Harold Davis, its 
Commodore, the Club had a total of 444 members as of 
september” 1,"1980. There’ currently” is’ no walting= fase 
for membership, but there is a waiting list for dock 
Space. As with the other yacht clubs, one person in 


each family is considered a Club member and that person's 


1/5 


spouse and children are entitled to the use of the 
facilities. Mr. Davis estimated that when family 
members are included in the calculation, well over 
1,200 people make use of the Club facilities. 
Members are entitled also to bring guests to the 
Club, but no one who resides in Toronto can be a 
guest more than three times during the season. 

To obtain membership in IYC, the applicant must 
be proposed and seconded by two members (either life 
or senior members). The application is then 
circulated to the life and senior members. If there 
es NO roObjectionwithinea certain iperiod,)-the applicant 
becomes a member. However, if two members of the 
Board ofsDirectorsion fiveslife "or senior «members 
Oppose the application, the applicant will be refused 
membership. Mr. Davis testified that he could not 
remember any application for membership being blocked 
by this procedure. 

The cost of membership in IYC depends on the 


type of membership held by the individual and his age: 


TYPE OF MEMBERSHIP INITIATION FEE ANNUAL DUES 
ba awe bas 
Lady Associate Member 


Intermediate Member 


SOzesau £O $300. 
(according to age) 


unior Member 
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There was one special assessment of about S65 Otani 
the previous five years. Senior members pay 100 per cent 
of special assessments levied and the other types of 
members pay a percentage of assessments as set out in the 


Club's By-Laws. 


Toronto Island Marina 

The Toronto Island Marina! :(TIM); isa public: boating 
facility which was established by Metropolitan Toronto 
in 1967 as a Centennial Year project. Metro arranged 
dredging and the provision of landfill to establish the 
basic land and water configuration of the Marina. A 
number of private companies have operated TIM since its 
opening. The present operators took over in April, 
1979 pursuant to a lease which is to run until 1992. 
That lease establishes a rental formula which includes 
a percentage? of, the/Marina’ssgross sales<o.Assnoted 
earlier, the rental rates commencing August 1, 1980 
with respect to aquatic clubs on Metro lands are based 
upon a formula calculated using TIM as a yardstick. 

TIM is located on the westerly portion of Centre 
Island Park. Metro Parks and Property Department has 
CalculatedathaisTiMcoccupres hantotalmMo&o24e2 acres of 
land and water. Members of the general public are not 
excluded from this area by a fence or by any other 
means. Its provisions store and snack bar are open to 


Ries public. 


The Marina is open annually from May 15 to October 15, 


and also provides winter storage facilities. Other 
amenities which are available to users of the Marina 


are showers, washrooms, day-sailing lockers and a 


laundromat. TIM operates its own ferry service which is 


restricted to members and their guests during busy times, 


Ly 
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but opén’ to all at other times © "Ite runs Se oear lang 
school which is open to the public. 

Joe McKenzie, the Marina's President, gave 
evidence that the Marina has a capacity of approximately 
500 boats and estimated that each boat would be used 
by an average of three family members. Boat slips are 
allocated each season on a first-come, first-served 
basis, but preference is given to those who have PeiteS 
space during the previous season. 

The rental cost depends solely on the length of 
the boat. The approximate seasonal rental rate for a 
20-foot boat@is, $3957PandrsSosemter 4a/50=feotiboats 
Mr. McKenzie testified that the average boat length 
at TIM is about 26 feet. 

TIM is connected to Metro's sewage system on the 
Islands. Mr. McKenzie stated that the Marina relies 
on its own staff and on Metropolitan Toronto Police to 
provide security. TIM has used the services of the 
Island Fire Department and has called on the Toronto 


Harbour Police in emergencies. 
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North Toronto Saizling “Club 


The North Toronto Sailing Club was 
T73 J 
eo™ 


Started an 1966 casan offshoot Vog the 
YMCA >° "Tt was incorporated as a non- 


Dror ttongatuzauienemn L970, i wolch 


8n7jAD5 


year it moved te the Toronto Islands. 
The Club rents space from the Toronto 
Tsland Marina. Although it has had a lease in the past, 
there is no formal lease with the current operator of the 
Toronto Island Marina. 

This Club operates on the Islands each year from mid- 
May to the end of September. It also holds meetings and 
lectures on the mainland during the off-season. The Club 
owns two power boats and 14 sailboats which are used by 
members and their guests. It does not maintain a private 
ferry service: its members use either the Metro Parks 
ferry to 'Céntre Island *eretthe Toronto Dsiland'Marina ferry: 

Yvonne Van Zon, Vice-Commodore of the Club, testified 
that it currently has 155 members and could probably expand 
slightly. The cost of membership consists of an initiation 


fee of $25. and an annual membership charge of $125. 
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Westwood Sailing Club 
According to the testimony of Patrick 


Costello, its Commodore, the Westwood Sailing 


Club was founded in 1967 and was located in 


i the vicinity of the Toronto Island Marina. 
Westwood at 
Sailing Club The Club moved to its present facility at 


the Algonquin Island Association Clubhouse in 1970. The 
current lease between the Westwood Sailing Club and the 
Executive of the Algonquin Island Association runs from May 
16, “L980 to "May 22, F981) “ata "rental “rete ws “Sa5245- 

The Club's season extends from mid-May to tke end of 
September. It owns 15 small sailboats which are used by 
its members. These boats are kept on the west side of 
Algonquin Island. There is no fence surrounding the area. 
The Club maintains a private ferry which makes one round 
trip each weekday between the mainland and the Islands. 
Generally, members use the Metro Parks ferry to Ward's 
Island. 

By-law No. 1 of the Westwood Sailing Club provides 
that the Club shall have the following types of members: 
regular, .Honorary wewaicting Abistip~sand sassociate.. Ma: 
Costello gave details of current membership numbers, 
totalling 205. He said the Club has no waiting liee fon 
membership. The only qualification for membership set 
out in the By-law is’ the ability to passa Swimming test. 
The cost of membership consists only of yearly dues of 


$150. for regular members and $40. for associate members. 
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The Westwood Sailing Club has not negotiated any 
lease arrangement with Metro, although it did make a 
proposal to the Metro Parks and Property Department 
that the Club be permitted to occupy space or Snake 


Island, which is immediately west of Algonquin Island. 


Sea Hawks Boys' Club 

This Commission received a letter 
from George Pearce, Skipper of the Sea 
Hawks Boys' Club, after the last witness 


Sine had been called at the formal hearings. 


In the result, the information obtained 


BOYS CLUB about this Club was somewhat limited. 

The Sea Hawks were organized in January, -1950 aad are 
located on the south side of Algonquin Island. Their boat- 
house was built in 1952. The Sea Hawks currently own 26 
boats and operate a ferry from its dock at Harbourfront 
to the Islands. Over the years, more than 1,500 boys sand 
girls have participated in the Club. 

Since 1973, the Club has received grants .from various 
levels of government and private sources to operate a free 
Sailing programme for boys and girls from downtown Toronto. 
The major grants received by the Sea Hawks for 1980 were: 
$20,000. from the Federal Government; $6,000. from the 
Province of Ontario; $1,000. from the City of Toronto; and 


$2,600. from the Optimists Club. 
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Jain-&-CO.-Of-Canada (Boat Livery) 


The boat livery operates out of a boathouse 
constructed by Metropolitan Toronto on Centre Island 
adjacent to Long Pond and Manitou Bridge. 

Jain & Co. of Canada has operated the boat rental 
concession under a lease it made with Metro on February 
19, 1971. It was a ten-year lease commencing May l, 
1971 and matured on September 30, 1980. Under the 
lease, Jain & Co. of Canada was to make rowboats and 
canoes available for rental to the general public and 
provide daily lifeguard services. The season was 
stated in the lease as being May lst to September 30th 
of each year. Rental was to be based upon a formula 
calling for the greater figure of $401. each NOWGreOs 
15% of gross sales. 

Christopher Roberts, Metro's Deputy Commissioner 
of Parks gave evidence on September 30, 1980 and testi- 
fiedethat, as of that date (coincidentally, the expiry date 
of the lease), consideration was being given not to 
renew this lease, or at least that part relating to 


canoes, because of a concern for pubLIC safety. 


Jain & Co. of Canada (Bicycle Rental) 


The bicycle concession is located in part of a 
building erected by Metro for general parks purposes 
On Centre Island adjacent to the south end of the 
Avenue of the Islands. 

Metro Toronto entered into a lease dated February 
24, 1971 .wren™ ain secCotor “arnade covering a 10-year 
period expiring September 30, 1980. The lessee was to 
Operate a bicycle rental concession consisting of a 
minimum number of 130 standard type bicycles on Toronto 
Islands Park. May lst to September 30th was to consti- 
tute the annualisseason) “For the -first five years the 
rental was to be the greater of $1,351. each month or 
27% of gross receipts: for the second five years the 


corresponding figures are $1,501. and 303. 
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Dalmar Foods Limited 


Garfield Waller, Vice-President of Dalmar 
Foods Limited and head of the division responsible 
for its outlets on Toronto Islands, testified be- 
fore the Commission. 
Dalmar operates 10 food outlets on Toronto Islands. 
Six of these are in Centre Island Park, one on Olympic 
Island ana three on Hanlan’s* Point .. (Lt also: operates) one 
at the ferry dock terminal on the mainland.) Eight of the 
Island units are food stands offering soft drinks and snacks. 
The ninth is the Brau Haus, a licensed restaurant to be 
found near the ferry dock at Centre Island. The tenth 
(Iroquois Coffee Shop) is a sitdown facility located near 


the Far Enough Farm, and is shown in the following photograph: 


186 


Mr. Waller believed the first lease between Dalmar 
and Metro ran from 1960. A lease, dated December 1, 1971, 
for a period of 10 years commencing January 1, 1972 
(maturing December 31, 1981) was filed as an exhibit. 

Most of the units occupied by Dalmar were built by > 
Metro. In 1972, Dalmar constructed the Brau Haus and 
also a warehouse located on the grounds of the Metro Works 
Department. In the event of non-renewal of the existing 
lease, the lessee is required to remove those buildings 
and restore the grounds to their original condition within 
30 days or the structures and facilities not removed become 
the property of Metro. In this event, no compensation is 
due the lessee. 

The lease specifies minimum operating periods for the 
various locations on the Islands. The earliest a unit is 
required to open is the second weekend in April, weather 
permitting. This refers to the Iroquois Coffee Shop. Two 
identified facilities, one of them the Iroquois Coffee 
Shop, must remain open until October 15th. 

Rental rates pertaining tothe Dalmar Island outlets 
are determined according to a formula which provides for 
the greater of $30,000. or a percentage of gross sales, 
the percentage being 20 per cent on the first $400,000., 
22.5 per cent on the next $150,000., and 25. per cent-on 
any excess of $550,000. Taxes, both business and realty, 
are to be paid by Dalmaxr. 


Dalmar, as in the case of Beasley, has been using 


paid advertising to promote its Islands operation. 
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William Beasley Enterprises Limited 
Food and Amusements) 


Although Metro Parks policy 


BEASLEY seems to base the awarding of 


concessions on the Toronto Islands 


AN MAN INS iN by tender, an exception was made 


in the case of "Centreville", a children's amusement 
park operated by William Beasley Enterprises Limited. 
Centreville is located on Centre Island Park, 
immediately south of Olympic Island and, relying upon 
a map furnished by) Metro, Bt occupies: 12430 scecres of 
land. Chris Roberts, Deputy Commissioner of Metro 
Parks,described the site as a three-quarters scale 
replica of an early Canadian village. The amusement 
complex consists of 19 "rides" and, in the evidence of 
Douglas Brown, General Manager of the Centreville 
operation, some 14 or 15 food outlets, including two 
Sit-down restaurants. The arrangement with Metro 
allows the Beasley operation to sell novelties in their 
outlets. 

Some of the activities available at Centreville 


are shown in the photographs on the following page: 


A lease between the Metropolitan Corporation and 
William Beasley Enterprises Limited, dated February 
23, 1966, dealing with the children's amusement area 
was tendered to the Commission. It specifies a 25- 
year term commencing May 15, 1967 and terminating 
on May 14, 1992. The testimony of both Mr. Roberts 
and Mr. Brown made mention of an agreement which 
extends the term of the lease for an additional ten 


years--to the year 2002. The lease in question has 
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a provision requiring the concessionaire to spend 
between $850,000. and $900,000. over a five-year 
period in the construction of the amusement park. 
In the event of non-renewal, the lessee is 
required, by the lease, “to remove its facilities 
at its sole expense and restore the grounds to 
their, originaiescondition, ").Rent 4s) specified. as 
the greater of $100. each month of the four 
Operating months for each of the amusement rides 
or 15. perstentsofygross receiptsadincreaseds in 
1972 from the previous 10 per cent). Beasley is to 
pay business taxes. Metro pays the realty taxes 
on the property. The stated minimum season is May 
15th to September 15th in each year. The amuse- 
ment area has, in fact, stayed open longer and has 
extended into October, depending on weather condi- 
tions. 

The lease under examination gives the lessee 
"the exclusive right to operate the Concession on 
Toronto Island, for the specified twenty-five year 
period,...." Also, the lessee has “the first right 
of refusal to all other amusement concessions of 
a. type similar...on Toronto island. ..7 

A second lease between Metro and the Beasley 
operation, relating to food and novelty outlets 


in the children's amusement area, embraces the 
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period from May 15, 1970 to September 15, 1991. 
Upon termination, the lessee is required to remove 
tts facilitwes a its Own expense and restore the 
grounds to their original condition. Rental rates 
are the greater of $100. per month for each outlet 
for each of the four months of the season or 15 
per cent of gross sales (increased in 1972 from 
the previous 10 per cent). Beasley is to pay busi> 
ness taxes., Metro pays’the realty taxes. 9 The 
stated minimum season is the same as that under the 
first lease dealing with the amusement area. 
Commencing May 1, 1969, Beasley operated an 
internal transportation system (trackless eragnss 
This service was discontinued on September 30, 
1973. Beasley felt it uneconomical to Operate. 
No tenders were received for its continuation. 
Mr. Brown told the Commission that the Beasley 
Operation started advertising three years ago and 


spent about $150,000. each year over the last two. 
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Summer Centre for Seniors 

Ray Tomlinson, Commissioner of the Metropolitan Toronto 
Social Services Department, testified regarding his Depart- 
ment's involvement with a non-profit organization which 
operates a recreational programme for senior citizens, on 
the Islands each summer. 

According to Mr. Tomlinson, the organization of this 
group, the Summer Centre for Seniors, started in about 1970 
with a small number of elderly citizens. In 1974, the 
organization was formalized by incorporation... 

The Summer Centre for Seniors currently operates out 
of two Metro owned buildings: the Anglican Rectory and 
the Parsonage located on Ward's Island opposite the 
Algonquin Bridge. These two buildings have been designed 
and renovated to enable access to the elderly and handi- 
capped. 

The Metropolitan Toronto Social Services Department, 
under The Elderly Persons’ Centres Act contributes approxi; 
mately 20 per cent of the net operating cost of the 
organizations lsSubs'idies sin el 979 and 1980 were $13,000. 
and $16,;000« respectively, reflecting «an Operating budget 
of the Centre in 1980 of $81,000. Mr. Tomlinson testified 
that in addition to providing monetary support, his Depart— 
ment refers a large number of elderly citizens to the 
Summer Centre programme"...so that they do have some 
opportunity to change the environment from the mainland and 


go over to the Island during the summer months." 


During the summer, the Centre operates ‘each day tor 


two eight-week periods. In September, daily programmes 
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are ‘offered CO participante land in October ,activities are run 


on Sundays only. Mr. Tomlinson estimates that 1,000 seniors 


are involved in the summer programme. 

The Centre provides a multitude of indoor and outdoor 
recreational activities. These include shuffleboard, 
nature walks, arts and crafts and barbecues. Mr. 
Tomlinson pointed out that a certain per cent of the 
senior citizens enjoy the nature strolls, the Open space 
and the ability to walk around and observe things that 
they do not see on the mainland. These Outings would 
include walks through the existing residential communities. 

Mr. Tomlinson informed the Commission that he has 
proposed a suggestion to the Metro Parks Department that 
a development of a "vacation village" for senior citizens 
on Algonquin Island be considered if the Island becomes 
available. In his view, the Islands offer a setting of 
Open space, trees, gardens, beaches and water which he 
feels is particularly desirable given its proximity to 
the mainland and medical facilities. Of the locations 
on the Islands, he felt Algonquin Island was appropriate 
because it is a confined area unto itself where access 
and egress could be controlled. The "village" is merely 
at the concept stage, and has not, as yet, been the 
subject of a formal study.because of the uncertainity 
about the future of the residential community on the 


Toronto Islands. His idea of a "vacation village" would 


involve the creation of a facility which could accommodate 
seniors from institutions around Metro for one week over- 
night stays during the summer months and could be extended 
to lower income families and children for camping and 


vacationing at other times of the year. 


193 


194 


CKEY Towers 

From January \l,\ 1963)) forsaisperidd tas 226 years, 
Metropolitan Toronto became the lessee of the Ontario 
Minister of Lands and Forests in respectlor .6vé64tacees 
of water lots situate south of Toronto Island under fd: 
waters of Lake Ontario. This lease expires on December 
31, 1982, but contains a provision at Metro's option to 
renew for a further period of 10 years. 

On, July 7, 1966, Metro, in turn, sublet 54452 sor 
those acres to Shoreacres Broadcasting Company Limited, 
the term to expire on December 31, L9825;calbso.with tack O= 
year renewal clause. 

So far as rent is concerned, Metro was to pay Sloss 
annually to the Province for the 61.64 acres, and Shore- 
acres was to pay $952.84 annually to Metro for its 54.52 
acres. In December, 1970, Shoreacres assigned its lease 
to Maclean-Hunter Limited. 

According to a map supplied by Metro, some 2.28 acres 
of land located on Gibraltar Point are shown as leased to 
CKEY. Documentation indicates that Metro encne on May 
15, 1962, authorized leases for the water lots and the 
lands to Shoreacres. There is no indication of any previous 
lease for these lands and, from a reading of reports relating 
to these leases, it is evident that this arrangement first 


came about in Metro's era on the Islands. 


CKFH Towers 

Radio Station CKFH rents some 6.79 acres located 
within the compound of land occupied by Metro Works 
Department on Centre*Island, according ‘to -a ‘map 
furnished by Metro. 

Metro supplied the Commission with a lease dated 
July 14, 1970 made between the Municipality of Metro- 
politan Toronto and Foster Hewitt Broadcasting Limited. 
It has an expiry date of December 31, 1980, with a right 
of renewal for a further 2l-year term. This lease 
provides for an annual rental rate of $6,000., with the 
lessee being responsible for the payment of taxes. Metro 
has the right to terminate the lease by giving one year's 
written notice if it needs “possession of the said land 
for municipal purposes". A condition of “such termination 
requires Metro to “provide an alternative site on Toronto 
Island" for the unexpired period “provided that such 
alternative site will not substantially interfere with the 
use and enjoyment of parkland by the public". 

Should Metro terminate and offer an alternative site, 
it is the responsibility of the lessee to remove at its 
Own expense the buildings and structures to the new 
location. In the event that it does not, the buildings 
and structures become the property of Metro and there 
is no right of compensation. If the lease is simply 
terminated, the lessee has six months to remove the 
buildings altogether and, if it does not, the buildings 


accrue to Metro with no compensation. 
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In Report No. 11 of the Metro Parks, Recreation 
and Property Committee, dated September 22, 1980, the 
Parks and Property Commissioner, Robert Bundy, stated 
that: "Although I would prefer that the lease be not 
renewed, I am bound by the clause in the lease ... 
whereby the Lessee has the right to remain on the land 
for a further period of twenty-one years from January 
Le gipt de Orel tonk. | 

On October 7, 1980, Metro Council adopted an 
arrangement for the new 2l-year lease providingo tor 
an annual rental of $27,500. with an escalation 
clause of nine per cent per annum. This lease will 
mature on December 31, 2001. 

Earlier documentation indicates that there was a 
lease between the City of Toronto and Foster Hewitt, 
dated August 29, 1950, for Toronto Islands property 
covering a period of 10 years commencing August 1, 
1950. That lease contained a renewal clause at the 
option of the lessee for a further term of eight 
years and five months. That would bring the date, 


assuming there was a renewal, to December 31, 1968. 
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Metropolitan Toronto Works Department (Filtration Plant) 

Another occupant of the Toronto Islands is the 
Metropolitan Toronto Works Department which occupies 
67.32 acres on the western portion of Centre Island. 

Robert Ferguson, Metro's Deputy Commissioner of 
Works, supplied the Inquiry with a map indicating each 
structure and its use at this location. A network of 
roads connects the various facilities on the grounds. 

Certain sections of the site are leased by Metro to 
third parties: Foster Hewitt Broadcasting Limited, 
occupying 6.75 acres of fenced area for the CKFH radio 
tower; Dalmar Foods Limited, having a food warehouse; 
the Department of National Defence, maintaining a small 
area for an Air-Raid Siren; and the Toronto Hydro-Electric 
System, keeping a small building. Metro Parks has its 
main administration building there as well. 

The Works complex houses the Island Filtration 
Plant. It was first built as a pumping station around 
1850. In 1911, it was decided to enlarge and modernize 
the station and the current plant was erected. At one 
time, it was Toronto's only source of purified water. 
Responsibility for its operation was assumed by Metropolitan 
Toronto in 1953 and it was modernized in the mid-1970's. 
Its use now is limited to peak periods, essentially in 


the summer months. 
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A large fenced tract of apr oentele ll acres 
encloses an abandoned underground filter region. There 
were sand filters in that area which were used in 
connection with the filtration process. In 1964, these 
filters became obsolete and since that year the original 
underground tanks have been converted for the storage of 
filter backwash material. The land in question is 


encumbered by approximately 1,296 manhole covers. 


In the "Toronto's Island Park Neighbourhoods" Report 
(September, <L9:73),, «the -City-of Torentosexpiored the 
possibility of integrating the fenced portion of the 
Filtratiom Plame into, the yurround ing paris... wae 
concluded in that Report that. df, the. underground, basins 
could be covered in some decisive manner, prime location 
recreational space could be made available to the public. 

Upon initiation by Counsel for the Island residents, 
Mr. Ferguson was asked to prepare a cost estimate regarding 
conversion of the underground filter area into parkland. 
After study, Mr. Ferguson responded by letter and estimated 
the capital cost required to remove the underground tanks and 
covers and restore the grass to elevation at $1,250,000. 
An additional capital expenditure of $1,500.000. was 
estimated to be required to provide an alternative method 
of handling the filter backwash material currently being 
stored in the tanks. This alternative would involve the 


construction of a pumping station and force main to convey 


the material from the Island plant to the Low Level 
Interceptor on Front Street. In addition to these capital 
expenditures, an estimated annual sewage treatment cost 
of $300,000. (based upon peak period operation for 
disposal of the material) would be involved. A wet well 
and surge capacity would be necessary for the pumping 
station and approximately two and one-half acres of the 
existing lands would have to be retained. This would 
permit the removal of existing fencing from the residual 
eight or so acres. 

With respect to the lands occupied by Metro Works, 
they are not closed to the public. In the words of 
Mr. Ferguson, however, "...we don't preclude them from 
coming in, but on the other hand we don't encourage them. 
If they wish to make use of it for passive purposes, they 
can walk up +O any ommoum DUutidingseand any of our plants." 
Mr. Ferguson added that there would be a concern about 
public safety with respect to the sea wall (at the western 
limit of the area) which, to him, represents a substantial 
hazard. He said it would probably have to be fenced if 


there were more public use of the area. 


The Island Filtration Plant is shown in the photograph 


appearing on the next page. 
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Ward's Island Association 

In 1916, the Ward's Island Association was formed 
as a recreational organization by Island residents 
primarily to provide a summer programme. A permanent 
structure, located near the Ward's Island ferry docks, 
was erected by Island residents in the early 1920's to 
Serve “ae a community hall. ~"Lt was buzrlt “by “a“contractor, 
the funds having been raised by the residents. 

Subsequently, a second, smaller administration 
building, primarily used by the bowling club, was built. 
Over the years, the smaller building has served a number 
of functions, including as a centre for distribution by 
the Island Food Co-operative. The Association also built 
adjacent tennis courts, badminton courts, horseshoe pitch, 
bowling green and baseball diamond. 

Elizabeth Amer, a resident of Ward's Island for 43 
years, testified that the Ward's Island Association 
Clubhouse is used not only by the residents for community 
events, but also by groups from the mainland who rent the 
building for wedding receptions ard other festive occasions. 
She saic that Church Street’ school Day-Care Centre operates 
out of the Clubhouse in summer months, as does the Island 
Canoe Club, an organization supported by the community. 

Because the Ward's Island Association Clubhouse is 
not winterized, residents use the Algonquin Island 
Association Clubhouse during winter months. in the 


summer, when the Algonquin Island Association Clubhouse 


is used by the Westwood Sailing Club, residents participate 


in activities at the Ward's Island Association Clubhouse. 


The City of Toronto was the original lessor. In 
1956, the Metropolitan Corporation assumed these lands 
and a lease dated May 30, 1958 made with the Metropolitan 
Corporation fixed the termination date to be December 31, 
1968. The annual rental was to be $25. The lessee was 
tc be responsible for the payment of taxes and for the 
making of repairs. No assignment or sublease was to be 
permitted without leave of Metro. The use was to be 
restricted to that of a clubhouse. Provision was made for 
either party at any time to terminate the lease by giving 
One year's written notice. Upon termination, the lessee 
would be required to remove all buildings within one 
month, and if they were not so removed they would become 
the absolute property of Metro without compensation to the 
Association. 

Extensions were granted and the last agreement, dated 


July 28, 1971,extended the lease until August. 31, 1972. and 


from year to year thereafter unless terminated. Termination 


with respect to any subsequent annual tenancy was to be 
effected by either party giving at least 90 days written 


not. Ce: 


The municipal address of the Ward's Clubhouse is 10 and 


20 Withrow Avenue. According to the Schedule to and 


section 1 of The Toronto Islands Act, 1980, the premises 
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at that address were the subject of a writ of possession 
issued pursuant to an order of the County Court made on 
October? 24, 197%: 

Dealing with ground rent (later occupation 
compensation) and realty taxes, only the former is 
delinguent. According to the Treasury Department of 
Metro, no payment by way of occupation compensation has 
been made with respect to any year later than 1974-75. 
Realty taxes, payable to the City of Toronto, have been 
paid each year. For 1980, the Ward's Clubhouse taxes 
amounted to $834.32. 

The Ward's Island Association Clubhouse is depicted 


in the photograph below: 


DDEXDX 
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Algonquin Island Association 

In the early 1950's, residents of Algonquin Island 
determined that there was a need for a community centre. 
They raised money for materials and volunteered their 
labour to construct a building over a period of some two 
to three years. 

Because the Algonquin Island Clubhouse is winterized, 
it operates on a year-round basis for a number of different 
groups. Toronto Island Residents’ Association winter 
meetings are held there. Church services take place 
there on occasion. The Toronto Board of Education utilizes 
the building for adult education programmes. The Montessori 
School operates out of this Clubhouse from September to 
June each year, and overlaps for about a month both in the 
spring and fall with the Westwood Sailing Club which pays 
the Association an annual rental, this year amounting to 


32456 


Robert Bundy, Metro's Parks and Property Commissioner 
testified that the original lease between the City of 
Toronto and the Algonquin Island Association seemed to run 
from January 1, 1950. He said the annual rent was $75. 
and it was a non-compensation lease. He produced an Agreement 
Extending Lease dated July 28, 1971 between Metro and the 
Association which made reference to a lease dated June 10, 
1965. That agreement extended the term to August 31, 1972 


and from year to year thereafter in Similar fashion to 


the Metro arrangement with the Ward's Island Association 
Clubhouse. Assigning and subletting were to be 
prohibited without the consent of Metro. Other terms 
and conditions appear to parallel the situation of the 
Ward's Clubhouse. 

The municipal address of the Algonquin Island 
Association Clubhouse is 18 Wyandot Avenue. In like 
manner to the Clubhouse at Ward's, it too was subject to 
a writ of possession by virtue of an October 24, 1977 
Court order, 

Metro's Treasury Department's records indicate that 
no payment was made for occupation compensation with 
respect to these premises for any year beyond 1974-75. 
However, Counsel for the residents of Toronto Islands 
produced a document showing that a $300. debit entry had 
been made against the account of the Algonquin Island 
Association in favour of the Metropolitan Treasurer on 
June 20, 1980. That sum would represent four years OL 
compensation. City of Toronto realty taxes have been 
collected each year. In 1980, they were levied in the 
emote +972 .93- 

A photograph of the Algonquin Island Association 


Clubhouse appears on the following page. 
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St. Andrew-by-the-Lake Church 
By the 1880's, the population of the Toronto Islands 


was substantial enough to warrant the construction there 
Of @achurch.. tnilsess, the Church of: St. Andrew=by-the- 
Lake was constructed with funds raised by Island residents. 
The original site for the church was on Centre Island on 
the south shore near the Filtration Plant. 

In 1959, the Metropolitan Parks Department purchased 
St. Andrew's Church from the Anglican Synod for the sum of 
$22,978. These monies were to be held in trust by the Diocesan 
Fund for the congregation of St. Andrew's to be used for 
the church and parish. A lease entered into with the 
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto gave the Synod the 
right to use the premises as a church or chapel for the 
peGiscptrom Vanuary. 1, L969 antiiwsuch time as the 
premises were no longer being used as a church or if the 
building was required for municipal purposes. While 
minor repairs are the responsibility of the tenant, the 
Metropolitan Corporation is required by the lease to pay 
for major repairs. 

The Church was moved to its present location about 
20 years ago and can now be found on the north shore of 


Centre Island across from Centreville Amusement Park. 
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Although this Church has been designated under The 
Ontario Heritage> Act,’ itp has? recently wbecn Closed by 
Metro Parks on the advice of their structural consultants 
who have warned that the building is unfit for use by the 
public. Rehabilitation costs to put the Church into a 
good state of repair acceptable for long term use by the 
public, including refurbishing of the Church's artifacts 
would be approximately $415,000. An estimated sum of 
$245,000. would be required simply to: put the: Church ainto 
a safe structural condition acceptable for a five-year 
period of time. To date, no such renovations have been 
undertaken. 

Alice Aitken, a resident of the Islands since 1929, 
testified before the Commission that she had been very 
active in the Church! congregation until’ it=moved orice 
new location. In her opinion, attendance declined be- 
cause residents, had difficulty travelling to the: Churce 
because Of its considerable distance from Ward's and 
Algonquin Islands. Now that the Church is closed to 
the public, services are conducted in various residents' 


homes, or at the Ward's or Algonquin Clubhouses. 


The exterior and interior of the Church are shown in 


the photographs appearing on the next page. 
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St. Rita *sechuren 

Very Little information, about st. Rita's Church 
was available to the Commission. Also on Centre 
Island, St. Rita's was acquired by the Metropolitan 
Corporation in 1970 from the Roman Catholic Episcopal 
Corporation for the Diocese of Toronto at a cost 
believed to be $21,630. 

An agreement was made with the Roman Catholic 
Episcopal Corporation which commenced on January 1, 
1971 and it contains similar terms to the agreement 
entered into with the St. Andrew-by-the-Lake Church. 

St. Rita's is located south and slightly east 


of. St. Andrew's: 


ti 


oy bs Enough" Farm 

Metro Parks built a children's farm in 195.9, and 
still operates it. The Farmpicalled «tar Enough" Farm 
was named by Thomas Thompson, then Metro Parks 
Commissioner, who said that "a lady put herschildven 
there one day and she said we've walked far enough, 
let's go home, ...-" 

The farm is located at the southeastern Cip.o. 
Island Park, in the Beasley Amusement area and OCcCcuUpIeS 


3.30 acres, exclusive of the 12.30 acresfof.the Beasley 


operation. 


One view of the farm is shown in the following 


photograph: 
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Toronto Island Airport 

The Toronto Island Airport occupies the extreme north- 
westerly portion of Toronto Islands, generally known as 
Hanlan's Point. The site's northern boundary is only 400 
feet from the mainland across the Western Channel. Its 


location on the Islands can be seen on the following map: 


Simon Chamberlain, Programme Manager - Research for 
the City of Toronto Planning and Development Department, 
testified that the Airport lands constitute approximately 
215 acres. 

Before these lands were selected by the City to be 
the site of what was then planned to be Toronto's primary 
airport ~ Hatilan’s Point was le developed recreation and 
cottage area. According to the evidence of the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners!’ General Manager, Ian Brown, 
construction began on the Airport in 1937 and was completed 
in 1939. The size and shape of the Island Airport was 
artifically augmented by dredging and landfill operations 
of the Harbour Commissioners. 


The Island Airport was officially opened as "Port 


George VI" in 1939. During World War II, it was used 

as a training base for the Royal Norwegian Air Force. 

In 1945, the facility reverted back to a civilian 
airport. Further development occurred in 1953 when the 
Department of Transport established a control tower at 
the site and, in 1961, a 4,000-foot runway was completed. 


A map of the Airport appears below. 
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Before the early 1960 "'s)xthesAirport. was operated 
under the authority of the City of Toronto. On JuLyaLy 
1962, the operating responsibility was transferred 
officially to the Toronto Harbour Commissioners. 

In a March, 1977 Report entitled "Alternative Non- 
Aviation Uses", co-authored by the City of Toronto 
Planning Board and the Ministry of State for Urban 


Affairs, the Ownership pattern Of the Airpore cite, 26 


particularized as follows: 


poser meme Poa | 


The land/owned by the City is a ‘long narrow strip 
running in a north-south direction, occupying a 
strategic area crossing two of the Airport's major run- 
ways. 

When Operating responsibility for the airport was 
transferred, the City entered into a lease agreement 
with the Harbour Commissioners which expires in 1983. 

The Airport maintains two 3,000-foot runways and 
one 4,000-foot runway, providing sufficient accommoda- 
tion for all types of light aircraft and small business 


jets. The facility also includes a seaplane base. 


Alle 


Mr. Brown testified regarding the current status of 
the Island Airport. It is primarily used for general 
aviation purposes including recreational flying, flight 
training, some charter operations, some sight-seeing 
flights, corporate jet use and, at present, one scheduled 
service operating to Ottawa and to Peterborough. Mr. 
Brown added that at least two other companies have 
licences to operate scheduled services from the Airport, 
but had suspended their operations at the time of his 
testimony. 

Although the Airport is open all year-round, problems 
may be experienced in bad weather or conditions of poor 
visibility by pilots because it is licensed for Visual 
Flight Rules only. The alternative, Instrument Flight 
Rules, is not allowed because of the Airport's proximity 
to the downtown buildings and the CN Tower. 

Harbour Commissioners' literature ranks the Island 
Airport amongst Canada's busiest airfields because of 
its popularity as a training base for civilian pilots. 
Takeoffs and landings, recorded by the control tower, 
average in excess of 190,000 every year. 

Mr. Brown advised the Commission that operating 
deficits had reached $300,000.a year by 1974. In that 
year, the Harbour Commissioners advised governmental 
authorities that they would be no longer able to keep 


the Airport open unless other financial arrangements 
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were made. The Federal and Provincial Governments 
agreed to cover the Airport deficit while studies were 
undertaken to determine the appropriate future use of 
the Airport site. The arrangement, still in effect 
to-day, sees the Federal Government picking up the 
deficit on the operation of the Airport proper and the 
Ontario Government covering the shortfall on the Air- 
port ferry operation. 

Between 1974 and 1978, an intergovernmental group 
of officials conducted a number of studies embracing 
possible aviation and non~aviation uses and the various 
issues of access to the site. Study reports were 
forwarded to a policy steering group consisting of, 
according to Mr. Brown, the Federal Minister of Transport, 
the Ontario Minister of Transportation and Communications, 
the Metropolitan Toronto Chairman, the Mayor of the City 
of Toronto and the Chairman of the Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners. This group, charged with the responsibility 
for future Island Airport use, has held meetings, but the 
outcome of their deliberations is being awaited. 

Mr. Brown believes that the indecision about the 
Airport's future and the resulting lack of tenure to be 
offered to potential operators, is obviously contributing 
to the growth of the deficit. In the meantime, 1980 
figures show the Airport operation deficit alone to be 


$300,000. and the Airport ferry deficit to be $275,000. 
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Simon Chamberlain testified about the development 
of waterfront plans. According to him, a 1967 water- 
front plan for the Metropolitan planning area (the first 
major plan since World War II) was prepared predominantly 
by the Toronto Harbour Commissioners and proposed far- 
reaching changes, including the relocation of the Island 
Airport and its replacement with a residential develop- 
ent for 60,000 people, to be known as "Harbour Cli’. 

This concept included the creation of a western 
headland intended to protect the entrance to the harbour 
from waves. It was on this projected landfill site that 
a new Island Airport would be recreated. Part of this 
plan was subsequently republished by the Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners under the heading "A Bold Concept for the 
Toronto Waterfront". 

Although major features of the 1967 plan were 
initially accepted by most bodies, including the City 
of Toronto and Metropolitan Toronto, those portions 
calling for the creation of a western headland with a 
new airport on it and Harbour City came under severe 
criticism and were eventually abandoned. 

In 1969, a modification to this plan proposed 
relocating the Island Airport to the Eastern Headlands 
because of technical reasons which challenged the 
feasibility of an airport site on the projected western 
headlands. According to Mr. Chamberlain, this modified 
plan created even more controversy than the earlier 


proposal and was abandoned. 


Mr. Chamberlain was one of the individuals ~esponsible 
for managing the study of non-aviation alternatives for the 
Toronto Island Airport Study Program established in 1975. 
The report published in March, 1977 and called "Alternative 
Non-Aviation Uses", describes four possible scenarios of 
land use for the current Island Airport site. 

Scenario A (Regional Parkland) envisioned the entire 
area as being developed into regional parkland with a 
combination of open space and highly-developed active 
recreational facilities. 

Scenario B (Marine Life Park and Parkland) was 
primarily a marineland complex surrounded by parkland 
with intensive sports activities. In this option, the 
complex would be connected to the mainland by a bridge 
across the Western Gap and a new channel for ship traffic 
was proposed. 

Scenario C (Major Residential Community) involved the 
Same geographical connections as in Scenario B. In this 
case, the land was to be developed as a major residential 
community of 5,000 units housing approximately 15,000 
residents. 

Scenario D (Pedestrian Community and Park) was a 
combination of a residential community of 3,000 units 
(between 8,000 and 9,000 residents) and a large area of 
regional parkland. This would, in effect, expand the 
Toronto Island: Park.i» As»with Scenario. A, nobridge.te 
the mainland would be contemplated, but possibly a 


pedestrian tunnel. 


218 


219 


In his evidence, Mr. Chamberlain -stated that a report 
was sent to Toronto City Council for consideration of ‘the 
four scenarios and, in the result, two of the scenarios 
(B and C) were found to be unrealistic and should not be 
considered further. Scenarios A and D are consistent 
with changes made by City Council to its Official Plan 
in gune of 19795 “Ihe Official Plan amendment recites the 
policy of Council that "Toronto Island Airport Lands shall 
be used for parks or parks and housing or,...general 
aviation and uses incidental or accessory thereto". Certain 
restrictions in the amendment make it clear that a short- 
takeoff-and-landing (STOL) service is precluded. At the 
time of Mr. Chamberlain's testimony, the Official Plan 
amendment was awaiting Provincial approval and the Canadian 
Transport Commission had not yet rendered its decision on 
the question of licensing applicants who were willing to 
provide a STOL service. In the intervening period, I note 
from the media that certain decisions (particulars of which 
I need not mention here) have been made and negotiations are 
now taking place in respect of a STOL service utilizing 
Toronto Island Airport. As this Report is being written, 
the matter can be described as being "up in the air". 

In answer “to va ouestion..£ put to; reter Atkinson, 
Counsel to the Island residents, he stated that it was 
the position of his clients that it was not necessary to 
hear further evidence with respect to the STOL situation. 


He agreed that his answer could be taken as meaning that 


they did not view either 


concern. 


noise or safety as a special 


Or 
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Age, Character and Construction 


The remaining homes on the Toronto Islands consist 
of frame construction cottages located on the eastern 
end of the Islands complex. 

Ward's Island began in the 1880's as a settlement 
of tents used during the summer months. ivesigsi3s, given 
the numbers of tents pitched, the CLiyeOL, FOrento Tere 
it necessary to organize the "tent city" into streets. 
The evolution from tents to cottage structures progressed, 
in stages, with the building of floors, and the addition 
of kitchens and porches, resulting in one-storey summer 
cottages. 

A photograph of the “tent city" taken in 1915 and 
Sketches depicting the typical evolution of a tent to 


a cottage appears on the following page. 
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Leases on Ward's granted in 1938 by the City of 
Toronto did not provide for set-back requirements or 
minimum dollar construction. With the post-World War 
It housing shortage, residents of the Islands were 
encouraged to winterize their homes and use them year- 
round. While a significant number of the houses on 
Ward's Island have been made suitable for year-round 
habitation, some summer cottages still exist today. 

The photograph below, showing Ward's Island homes, 


is a view from the ferry docks. 


The first Algonquin Island homes were about 30 


cottages floated by barge from Hanlan's Point in-1937, 


during the creation of the Island Airport. Leases 
entered into for lots on this Island contained a 
provision for minimum set-backs. The leases required 
that within one year from the date of commencement of 
the lease, the lessee erect a summer cottage of new 
construction and material of a value not less than 
$1,500. Even the homes floated from Hanlan's Point 
had to be improved to the extent that they had a 
value of not less than $1,500. when relocated. 

Some Algonguin Island homes are shown in the 


photograph below. 
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Layout 

The residential area of Ward's Island consists of 
147 houses, a group of which is near the Ward's Island 
beach and the remainder are east of the Ward's Island 
ferry dock and across from the "village green". The 
latter group are set on small lots, generally 40 feet by 
45 feet, reflecting their. tent origin. Ward's Island 
homes are one-storey frame cottage-like structures. They 
are located on the following streets: Bayview Avenue, 
First, Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Streets, 
Withrow Street, Willow Avenue, Channel Avenue, Lenore 
Avenue and Lakeshore Avenue. 

On Algonquin Island, there are 105 homes (two of 
which are in the possession of Metro). These frame 
construction cottages are either one or one-and-one-half 
stories. They are centred on 50 feet by 100 feet lots 


arranged on a grid system of streets. Houses on Seneca 


Avenue overlook the Toronto Bay and the majority of houses 


are set on the north-south running streets: Nottawa 


Avenue, Ojibway Avenue, Oneida Avenue, Dacotah Avenue and 


Wyandot Avenue. The remaining homes facing the lagoon are 


Situated on Omaha Avenue. 
The map appearing on the following page shows the 


geography and layout of the Island residences: 
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Architectural and Historical Significance 

No submissions were made to, nor evidence heard 
by the Commission which would suggest that the 
remaining residences on the Toronto Islands are of 
architectural significance. 

A common argument in favour of the preservation 
of the communities of Ward's Island and Algonquin 
Island is that they are of historical importance. 
Several persons made statements before the Commission 
at its informal hearings supporting the preservation of 
the Toronto Islands community because of its historical 
Significance. David Crombie, Member of Parliament for 
Rosedale, commented: 

..s Ers “an historicalbscomiuntey : 
One of the things we learned over 
the last, 15 of -20-years. is*that 
history itself is important, the 
mere existence of a community for 
a length of time takes on an 
importance all by itself. 

Two other participants in the Commission's informal 
hearings said this: 

There are few communities or even 
buildings Tertoins this’ City to 
remand UWsyof aAhat Nnistory~. I -don't 
find the threatening of elimination 
of history a progressive movement. 
O fo) O 
We seem in a hurry to destroy our 
history, destroy those things 


which may have been able to tell us 
something about ourselves. 


a 


I was mindful of an earlier newspaper article 
which reported that on July 31, 1980, the Neighbourhoods 
Committee of the Council of the City of Toronto moved 
to try to preserve the Toronto Island homes permanently 
by having the Island community designated an historic 
district iwideraihe,Ontario! Mer tage Actyidho7 dst. lhe 
intended effect of the historical designation would be 
to prevent Metro from demolishing or removing any of 
the residences without the permission of Toronto City 
Council. To develop this aspect, I wanted to hear 
evidence from an official who would be knowledgeable. 

John McGinnis, Managing Director of the Toronto 
Historical Board, testified or this issue. By 
declarationueivthetCouncitsofsthelCity, of Toronto, 
the Toronto Historical Board acts as an Architectural 
Conservation Advisory Committee under The Ontario 
Heritage Act, 1974. This Act authorizes City Council 
to designate property within the municipality to be of 
historic orvatchitectural, value, or ~antenest,/.orsjto 
designate an area of the municipality to be a "heritage 
conservation district". Severe restrictions are placed 
on any alterations when such a designation has been 
made. The function of the Toronto Historical Board is 
to advise City Council whether property or an area 
should be designated as having architectural or 


historical significance. 


“es 
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The Keview Committee of the Toronto Historical 
Board was scheduled to meet and corsider the request 
of the Neighbourhoods Committee approximately one week 
after Mr. McGinnis appeared before the Commission. He 
later notified the Commission that the meeting had 
been held and that the Review Committee had declined 
to take any further action to have the residential 
area declared an historic site. 

The Toronto Historical Board has already directed 
its attention to whether the residences (as opposed 
to the residential community) are of architectural or 
historical importance. According to the testimony of 
Mr. McGinnis, the Review Committee of the Toronto 
Historical Board examined photographs of the Toronto 
Islands residences in June of 1974 and concluded that 
they were not of sufficient architectural or historical 
Significance to be listed. He also testified that the 
Gibraltar Point Lighthouse, St. Andrew-by-the-Lake 
Church, the Royal Canadian Yacht Club boathouse, 
clubhouse and gate lodge, the pumping station at the 
Filtration Plant and the Morrison Fountain are Island 
properties which have been listed as having significant 
architectural or historical importance, but only the 
Gibraltar Point Lighthouse ard St. Andrew-by-the-Lake 
Church have been designated under The Ontario Heritage 


Act, 1974. 
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The Board has developed criteria for determining 


whether a :structure is of architectural or histcrical 


importance. A structure may be listed because it is 


deemed to be of architectural importance for one or 


more of the following reasons: 


ae 


Gs. 


bt. tis tthe work -of(or net lectsithexwork tof ‘a 
major architect, designer, or landscape 
architect. 


It iS an outstanding example of its 
architectural style or period. 


It is an example of significant engineering 
or Mmethodwotnconstruction. 


It is a work of outstanding quality because 
of its plan or because of its external or 
internal treatment of materials, space or 
details. 


It is a typical example of a particular 
period or land use category, residential, 
commercial, etc. 


It is the only example or one of the few 
remaining examples of its period. 


The: icriterial for Listing «anproper ty ‘duerto: its 


historical importance are as follows: 


ile 


It is associated with a person or group of 
persons ro jlocal srprovincials, mational or 
international importance. 


It is associated with an event or movement 
otmrloca Sreprominci alas nat pond) or 
international importance. 


It is associated with a history of development 
of an area. This category would include 

early structures such as farm and village 
houses or churches now surrounded by urban 
development. 


Ves 


It is an early example of the work of an 
important architect or builder. 


It is an early example of a particular 
land use category or mode of building. 


It has a significant relationship to the 
social history of the area. Included 

in this category would be sites used over 
a period of years, such as marketplaces, 
for example. 


Enforcement of Housing Standards 


Toronto Island residences are required to conform 
to City of Toronto By-law 73-68 as amended, which contains 
standards of repair and maintenance of dwellings. The 
City of Toronto's Buildings and Inspections Department 
is charged with the responsibility for enforcing that 
by-law and the Ontario Building Code (which governs all. 
new construction and construction involving major 
alterations of existing properties). 

George Cook, Deputy Commissioner of the Buildings 
and Inspections Department, testified that: 


Between L965 and apout "675 CatyCcouncril 
considered various reports regarding standards 
to apply to properties which were likely to 
be demolished within a two-year period. 
Basically, the concern at that time was over 
properties within the redevelopment areas 
where it was known that the properties would 
be demolished. Council gave direction that 
only those parts of the property maintenance 
by-law which applied directly to "health and 
safety" would apply to properties that were 
likely to be demolished within two years and 
that rule was extended to the properties on 
the -1ls lands... 

It is the standard that has been developed 
and amended over the years and is still in 
effect on the Island properties and Alexander 
Park and then the Donmcunt Village, the latter 
two areas being redevelopment areas under- 
taken under the provisions of sectior 20 of 
The Planning Act. 


From an exhibit filed during Mr. Cook's testimony, 
the following items are noted to be within the "health and 
safety" category and, therefore, requiring immediate action 
for the protection of the occupants and not subject to 


suspension of enforcement: 


so 
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~ Repair defective roof. 
. Repair broken chimneys. 
» Repair broken parapet walls. 
Repair Aragist wares: flooring 
Repair balustrades and replace balusters. 
Repair broken steps leading to entrances. 
Replace broken or split joists or provide support for same. 
Remove obstruction from cellar floor drain. 
Repuir loose, broken cellar stairs. 
- Overhaul defective heating equipment. 
11. Replace defective smoke pipe 
12. Properly-connect smoke pipe to chimney. 
- Provide thimbles for smoke pipe holes in partitions. 
. Repair broken skylight — weathertight. 
. Reglaze broken windows. 
. Renew decaved woodwork around kitchen sink. 
Replace broken toilet scat. 
- Repair stairs tcading to 2nd — 3rd floor. 
. Repair loose anal on stairs and balusters. 
Remove all debris from cellar, yard, etc. 
» Remove combustible materials from yard, etc. 
Provide water closet in and with access from within dwelling. 
- Renew defective flush tank for water closct. 


POBDANAN &WID— 


eel cect 
Yew 


3 — 
SINS) eweS oa\ 


hNINI tote 
Wloa— 


In addition to the foregoing, certain other 
deficiencies not specifically dealt with in the housing 
by-law were considered to constitute a hazard to 
occupants. These were defective wiring, unprotected smoke 
pipes close to combustible Material, and unclassified, 
unsafe conditions noted by the inspector. Matters of 
overcrowding and the use of uninhabitable space were also 
mentioned. 

When asked whether his Department has carried out 
regular inspections of the Island homes, Mr. Cook replied 
that in the "last few years, the demands on the inspection 
services of the Department have been such that we have 
had to completely abandon that programme and we now only 
respond to complaints with regard to conditions existing 


in abu longa 
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Condztion :of Repair 


The state of repair of the residences was a 
topic to which I felt the Commission should devote as 
thorough an inquiry as possible. I had an opportunity 
to look generally at the homes during my bicycle tour 
and was anxious to read any available reports and hear 
evidence from those who would be considered experts. It 
became apparent that some seven years had passed since 
any inspection of moment had been conducted. 

My attention was drawn to a document entitled 
"Toronto's Island Park Neighbourhoods" published by the 
CitvnOl. LOGoOnLO..mceptemberm-0f (19750. athatridocument 
contained the figure of 254 remaining cottages, with 223 
of the structures or 88 per cent said to be capable of winter 
Socppancy,.ands3 looong Zuperncent presumabiysadequate onlypfor 
summer living purposes. 

An inspection survey report was prepared on September 
ro lO Tae oviMes JIAgleebBradford;tbirectersolsathe Housing 
Standards Division, Department of Buildings, City of 
Toronto and is found as an appendix to the "Toronto's 
Island Park Neighbourhoods" document. 

The inspection survey, carried out in the Summer of 
1973, involved inspections of "all but a very few" of 
the residences, on: Dothgdslandé.. /The ssunvey 
was completed in response to a request to provide a 
general outline of then current building conditions 


andthe irelatiobnship: to’ standards; iproblemsinmelated 


to high water levels; and building values and assessments. 
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The survey report treated each of the Islands separately 
and then general observations were made. 

With respect to Ward's Island, the 1973 survey 
showed that none of the sewage systems would meet the 
standards. Of the foundations, it was reported that 68 per cent 
were supported by wooden posts and were highly questionable 
as, to detér1loration;othe remaining os 2oper seent being on concrete 
blocks. In most cases, these were not adequately vented, 
nor was the finished floor from finished grade of suffieiens 
height to provide for proper ventilation. Concerning 
combustible walls and ceilings, approximately 84 per cent were in 
this category, whereas only 16 per cent had a gypsum material which 
was acceptable to the standards. It was found that 17 percent of 
all floors within the dwellings were decaying and would 
require extensive repair. The inspection of exterior siding 
showed that over 43per cent were decayed, decaying or broken 
in the region next to the grade line. 

Turning to Algongquin*Island, and on the topicof 
sewage system, it was noted that all houses inspected 
had septic tanks in working condition. However, the 
effectiveness of the fielid»tile or the possible 
effluent seepage into the lake system had not been 
determined. Dealing with the foundations, it was 
expressed that approximately 66per cent of the dwellings 
were supported by wooden posts, with the remaining 34 per 
centon concrete blocks. While the situation in this 


regard wasssimilar. to that» onoWard's: Island; Mri sbradferd 
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mentioned that the grade above sea level was slightly 
higher on Algonquin, thereby affording a less damp 
condition in the surrounding area of the foundation. 
He added that there was very little improvement for 
ventilation beneath the floor space over that 
experienced on Ward's Island and that considerable 
rot could be expected. It was found that 55 per cent of the 
dwellings inspected had combustible walls and ceilings 
and only approximately 45 per cent had gypsum material 
acceptable to the standards. Conditions of flooring 
were Slightly better than on Ward's Island as only 11 per 
centof the floors were noted to be decaying ata 
rate not acceptable to the standards, indicating the 
advantage of a higher grade in relationship to sea 
level. Finally, an anomaly was’ reported in the case 
of exterior sidings on Algonquin Island. The number 
of decayed sidings at ground level was 50 per cent, somewhat 
higher than on Ward's. This was explained by the 
fact that more houses on Algonquin Island have a 
siding enclosing the crawl space which is usually 
associated with better constructed buildings. 

In order better to illustrate in monetary terms 
(as of 1973) the degree below standards, repair costs 
were estimated, financial categories drawn and these 


were tabulated for each Island as follows: 
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TORONTO ISLAND RESIDENCES 


L973: "REPAER COST ESTIMATHS 


Economically unfeasible 
to bring to standard, in 
excess) Of 510,000. 2 J 3s Le2 8 


Mr. Bradford pointed out that the repair costs were based 
upon estimates during the inspection and were in rough 
figures. He noted that ccsts on the Toronto Islands 
would be higher because of the necessity of transporting 
both labour and materials. Further, he emphasized that 
the housing standards were minimum standards acceptable 
for repair and maintenance, adding that a standard less 
than that set by the City of Toronto would be unacceptable 
for retention of housing for an on-going programme. 

It was Mr. Bradford's opinion that there were many 
other factors that should be considered: for example, 
the location of various dwellings as they relate to one 
another. He stated that many of the buildings were 
assembled to less than that of good cottage. constructions 
Some, he wrote, were not properly winterized for the 
climate experienced on the Islands, although many residents 
had lived there for a considerable number of years under 


those conditions. 
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On the question of water levels, he felt that there 
was a hazardous condition to both health and property in 
respect. of the finished floor’ level«to that of finished 
grade. This was so even though not all of the dwellings 
were adjacent to the water's edge. He found a very large 
proportion of the buildings to be of insufficient elevation 
to afford good engineering, architectural or aesthetic 
consideration. It was his belief that the recurring and 
fluctuating water levels, bearing in mind the ground 
elevation, would also cause hardship for the community 
unless corrective action were taken. 

the type o£f.construction,.and thé. close proximity 
in many cases of one residence to another was seen as 
a Serious. condition relating..to the. hazards..of fire: and 
fave.spreading .~aiHe noted, that. some-units, still had 
ePace heaters. Also Oonsthe topic of fire. safety, Mr. 
Bradford mentioned that not all houses were occupied in 
the winter and that would constitute a higher degree of 
fire peril. 

it is. Of more.than. passing interest. to note the 
personal observations made by Mr. Bradford in concluding 
his inspection survey report. The following paragraph 


from his report bears repetition here: 
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Should your Committee be considering 
a recommendation to Council that the 


Island property 


be retained for resi- 


dential purposes, it is suggested 
that a rare opportunity would be 


afforded to the 


City at, this, time by 


taking a very bold position, although 


not necessarily 


a popular one, to 


remove all the present houses on the 
Island» and-re-plan-—the-area- for 
Housing in keeping with. the particular 
condition and environment provided by 
the Island location.Should the present 


type of housing 


remain and efforts to 


bring them to standards be undertaken, 
there is a strong possibility that the 
houses in the future will be less than 
a Credit to this municipality. 


George Cook, Deputy Commissioner, Buildings and 


Inspections Department, City of Toronto was the 


principal witness dealing 


with the condition of the 


residences. He acknowledged that the last full 


inspection of the interior and exterior of the homes 


took place in 1973 and reviewed Mr. Bradford's report. 


Mr. Cook stated that 
City Couneil, en exterior 
1980 to determine whether 
the interim seven years. 
experience that generally 


reflected in the interior. 


under instructions from 

survey took place in July, 
conditions had changed in 
He said it had been their 
the exterior condition is 


The survey was done by 


Inspector Norm Galley on July 10 and 11, 1960. 


24] 


Mr. Galley, in a scant (understandably, in view of 
the task, the time and resources) survey report rendered 
the opinion that a minimum standard of maintenance was 
being kept in most cases and certain dwellings were 
showing signs of neglect. He made specific notes of 
varying kinds with respect to some 14 properties, six of 
which were notations about houses appearing to have been 
raised on Ward's Island. Acecond ings toe Mr. Cook; Mts 
Galley felt that conditions had not materially altered 
in the last seven years. Mr. Galley had not, however, 
been involved in the 1973 inspections. 

For my purposes, the existing data relating to 
the condition of the residences was grossly insufficient. 
I had to think of a way to have up-to-date and meaningful 
information in this area brought before the Commission. 
With theeco=operation lof, MrioRook,.zepresehting=the 
City of Toronto, a way was found. The City undertook a 
major inspection of all residences. 

The City inspection was conducted by the Buildings 
and Inspections Department under the direction of George 
Fook on september 9qr LOG da57125,01 7oanda20s+: 49.800. At 
involved a group of 20 staff members initially, and six 
by the end of the inspection. The inspectors, who were 
told to inspect properties for conformity with City of 
Toronto Housing By-law 73-68, coded the infractions and 


detailed the remedial work necessary to correct the problems. 


242 


In addition, they were instructed to itemize the infractions 
of a "health and safety" nature. 

Following the inspections, a senior inspector checked 
the estimate sheets and then turned them over to an 
estimator to estimate the cost of performing the necessary 
work. Costs of "health and safety" items were isolated. 
As pointed out by Mr. Cook, cost estimates were not to 
be taken as “rehabilitation” costs, but simply to bring 
existing buildings into a "good state of repair". 

By way of general comment, Mr. Cook indicated that 
caution should be exercised in comparing the 1980 and 
1973 inspections, as the earlier inspection technique 
was to make general observations of conditions and 
estimate bulk figures for costs of repairs. The 1980 
inspection, on the other hand, included costing of 
individual items of repair. However, Mr. Cook did say 
that from his personal observations and a review of 
results obtained, there appears to be an increase in the 
cost of required repairs. 

Mr. Cook observed also that there is a difference 
between the properties and lot areas on Ward's and 
Algonquin. He said that houses on Ward's are situated 
on 50 foot square lots and occupy 50 per cent of the area. 
Sewage collection tanks and drainage sumps for waste 
water are used. The houses are one-storey frame buildings 


built "to a summer cottage standard of construction". 
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Lot areas on Algonquin Island are comparable to those 

in a modern subdivision with the houses being well- 
spaced. The greater lot area also enables the use 

of septic tanks with drainage fields for sewage disposal. 
Houses on this Island are mainly of a higher quality 

of construction than those on Ward's. 

On Ward's Island, 139 of the 147 properties were 
fully inspected, with the balance inspected externally 
only. Of 104 inspected on Algonquin, 101 received full 
inspections and three only externally. 

There were 5,111 violations of By-law 73-68 found. 


The following table lists the particulars: 


TORONTO ISLAND RESIDENCES 
HOUSING BY-LAW VIOLATIONS IN 1980 


| warps | S ALGONQUIN BOTH 
| warps | ISLAND ISLANDS 
PARTICULARS 


NUMBER oe ae NUMBER 


Number of 
Residences 56.0 104 


Violations 


Number with 
Health and Safety 
Violations 


Number of Health 
and Safety 
Violations 


Number with 
Violations : 
Number of 


It can be noted that only two properties on Ward's 
were violation-free: on Algonquin Island there were none. 


The inspection found 3,312 infractions of By-law 73-68 on 
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Ward's and 1,799 on Algonquin.  Figures* for health 
and safety violations were 534 on Ward's and 327 on 
Algonquin. 

Cost-wise, the estimates to comply with By-law 
73-68 for both Islands was estimated at $1,728,558. 


The corresponding figure for health and safety is $354,849. 


Further details are shown in the following table: 


TORONTO ISLAND RESIDENCES 
ESTIMATED COSTS OF HOUSING BY-LAW COMPLIANCE IN 19% 1980 


WARD'S ALGONQUIN BOTH 
ISLAND ISLAND ISLANDS 
TOtal* Costs 
to Comply SI TSU; ooo el haere oe 12073508 
Average Cost 
per Residence 8,140. pw Ad aie 


Highest Costing 
Residence 
269%iLGO OE eS 97,080. 354,849. 


Estimates listed are based upon both labour and 


PARTICULARS 


Lowest Costing 
Residence 


Costs to Comply 
with Health and 
Safety Violations 


Average Cost to 
Comply with Health 
and Safety Violations 


material. The report furnished by Mr. Cook indicates that 
the repair costs could be halved if they were done by the 


occupant. These estimates include a 20 per cent premium 
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to account for island construction plus 30 per cent 
profit and overhead. 

The distribution of residences into ranges of 
estimated dollar amounts required for compliance with 
By-law 73-68 was formulated for the Commission and is 


reproduced, together with percentages, below: 
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In the 1973 repair cost estimates, it was ventured 
that if the costs were in excess of $10,000., the exereise 
would be economically unfeasible. No corresponding 
maximum was put forward in respect of the 1980 


estimates. 
Concerning the nature of the violations, the major 
problem areas had to do with foundations, drainage, 


plumbing and combustible finishes, as detailed below: 
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The determination of faulty foundations was made 
by observation only. No endeavour was made to open 
up the enclosing sheathing of those buildings completely 
enclosed at grade. The amount estimated was for dry- 
stacked single concrete block pillars resting on cement 
pads and not tied to the horizontal supporting beams of 
the building. While Mr. Cook was able to say that such 
remedial work would meet the requirements of the housing 
standards, he conceded that this type of solution was 
not very stable and that, in the longer term, poured-in- 
place concrete piers tied to the actual structure would 
be needed to provide a permanent foundation. 

Those properties with combustible finishes were 
found to have combustible walls or ceilings or both. 

The replacement of these finished with plaster board 
is included in the estimates. 

Drainage problems on Ward's Island relate to the 
rusting or perforation of large holding tanks, resulting 
in water leakage. Failing a sewer system installation, 
Mr. Cook stated that these tanks should be replaced and 
agreed with a suggestion that the Medical Officer of 
Health ensure that the tanks are sound, and emptied 
at required intervals. Costs of installation of holding 
tanks are not included in the estimates. 

The drainage problems on Algonquin stem from weeping 
tile faults. The septic tanks are really functioning as 


holding tanks and would have to be emptied. Again, costs 
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of replacing or repairing septics are excluded from the 
estimates. 

Costs for the installation of a sewer system to 
service-ithe residential.areas of. the Islands: are not 
dealt with in the estimates. 

Mr. Cook concurred in a description of the current 
Sanitary conditions as "intolerable". 

With respect to plumbing within the dwellings, the 
cost estimates are based upon compliance with standards 
set forth in The Ontario Water Resources Act. 

Mr. Cook, both in his inspection report and during 
testimony, made various recommendations for the short 
term. He noted that six systems require immediate 
plumbing installation and, on Ward's generally va 
regular collection and inspection programme is needed 
to ensure periodic emptying of storage tanks. It is 
mandatory to remove combustible walls and ceilings 
immediately, because this falls within the "health 
and safety" category. Mr. Cook felt such replacement 
would not be appropriate unless the homes were to 
remain. *dntdli thatias decided, he recommended that 
each property have a "product of combustion" device 
or smoke detector installed to give an early warning 
of fire and allow evacuation of the premises. 

In his view, occupants with infractions of a 
"health and safety" nature such as settlement, 
decayed flooring, accumulation of combustible 


material, leaking roof, and the use of uninhabitable 


ae 
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space for sleeping purposes should be required to 
comply. Bifie@cetated: his fimtention <to..send Letters to 
the occupants, detailing violations of By-Law 73-68 
and identifying “health and safety" items as requiring 
immediate action. 

With respect to the long term, Mr. Cook said an 
adequate sewage collection and disposal system was 
necessary. On Ward's Island, 101 or 68 per cent of the 
current systems were seen as inadequate. The same 
applied to 20 or 19 per cent on Algonquin Island. It was 
Mr. Cook's opinion that only when an adequate sewage 
collection and disposal system is provided, would it 
be possible to improve plumbing installations on both 
Islands. 

If a new sewer system were installed, Mr. Cook 
stated that a detailed planning study should be under- 
taken to "determine if some of the houses should be 
relocated, “or, given the’ cost of repairs, demolished 
and replaced with another home". 

Commission Counsel asked Mr. Cook how a set of 
circumstances could exist with respect to the Island 
residential areas which allowed even minimum "health 
and safety" regulations to go unchecked for a number 
of years. Mr. Cook offered certain explanations, 
including his assumption that a restructuring of the 
inspections responsibility which took place within 


the administration of the City of Toronto in the 


252 


interim may have allowed the situation to go unchecked. 
Having reviewed the evidence carefully, I cannot find a 
satisfactory explanation. Mr. Cook was straightforward 
in answering that even the minimum health and safety 


standards have not been enforced. 
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Explanation for Disrepair 


A number of witnesses were called by Counsel for the 
Toronto Island residents to offer explanations for the 
state of disrepair of Island homes. A common explanation 
was the lack of tenure of the Island community and their 
uncertainty about the future, given that there have been 
no leases for some years. 

Elizabeth Amer, Co-Chairman of the Toronto Island 
Residents' Association, testified that another reason why 
some buildings have fallen into disrepair is because 
standards have not been enforced by the City of Toronto's 
Buildings and Inspections Department. 

Ron Mazza, the other Co-Chairman of the Residents' 
Association described the difficulty residents had in 
Obtaining transportation permits from Metro Parks for 
carriage of building materials. 

Christopher Barry, a resident who had to rebuild 
his home destroyed by fire, spoke of his inability to 
arrange vehicle permits to enable reconstruction of 
his house and his ultimate recourse to transportation 
by private means. 

Dale Perkins was instrumental in creating the 
Organization known as Waral, designed to facilitate 
the transportation of bulk building materials for 
Island residents. A detailed description of that 
Organization is given later in this Chapter. Waral 


ceased operations in 1979. 
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That Island residents have been denied building 
permits, was another explanation offered by Elizabeth 
Amer. This’ is a topic Lf deal with in’ some depth; also 
later’ in this Chapter.” Despite what Ms . Amer Salad) 
other evidence showed that building permits have, in 


fact, been issued. 


Recent Improvements 


A survey conducted by Island residents in October, 
1980 and filed with the Commission, indicates amounts 
of money and time spent on renovation and repairs of 
homes since 1973. Responses were obtained from 150 or 
60 per cent of the households. 

Peter Cridland, an Island resident and one of four 
individuals who prepared the survey, testified that, of 
the homes surveyed, a total of approximately $430,030. 


had been spent on materials and paid labour since 1973. 


As between the Islands, $252,885. was expended on Ward's 


ane 5177, 145 om Algonquin. 

2ecording co Mise Cridland *s*initormation’, budlding 
materials of a value of $284,693. were purchased for 
the repair of walls; electrical, plumbing and heating 
systems; foundations; roofing; insulation; and other 
structural repairs and additions. The balance of the 
$430,030. figure ($145,337.) was attributed to paid 
Pepour :-284),0107-on Ward "es sand $61,327 on, Algonquin. 

In addition, he estimated that some 20,500 hours 
were applied by residents themselves working on their 


Own homes, to which he attributed a figure of $5. 


per hour, arriving at the sum of an additional $102,500. 


for labour costs. 
George Cook, Deputy Commissioner of the City's 


Buildings and Inspections Department, identified 
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construction underway on four properties on Algonquin 
and seven at Ward's at the time of his inspection in 
the Fall of 1980. He also noted that 12 properties on 
Algonquin and 21 on Ward's showed evidence of work 


having been done in the "recent past". 


La 


Zoning 

At the present time, the Toronto Islands are zoned 
“GYsfor Parkland. 

The proposed Official Plan Amendment Number 28 and 
By-Law 408-74 (both of the City of Toronto), would re- 
designate approximately 62 acres involving Ward's Island 
east of the Algonquin Bridge and Algonquin Island 
(excluding the beach areas and the Queen City Yacht Club 
Site) from open space to low density residential. The 
by-law rezones approximately 29 acres presently “occupied 
bythousing from "G" to “R1" with permitted «coverage. on 
Ward's Island being 0.6 (22) and,on Algonquin Island, 
Os35/-AZ1)ace By exeluding G"suses;.itiis intended«to 
prevent the use for park purposes of the area subject 
to By-law 408-74. This by-law was adopted by Council 
of the City of Toronte on June 28, 1974. The Official 
Plan Amendment provides that "it is the policy of 
Council that advantage will be taken of all residential 
buildings now located within the low density residence 
areas created hereby and take all necessary steps to 
ensure their preservation". 

The by-law and proposed amendment to the Official 
Plan are still awaiting necessary approvals. 

According to George Cook of the City's Buildings 
and Inspections Department, the current zoning would 


prohibit any construction or alteration of residential 


258 


buildings and would, in effect, mean that any application 
for a building permit for exterior alterations or additions 
would be rejected on that ground. The only recourse he saw 
for a resident would involve making application to the 
Committee of Adjustments. Nonetheless, as mentioned and as 
will be discussed later in this Chapter, there is evidence 
that building permits have been issued. 

If the proposed zoning designation were approved, . 
Algonquin Island residences would probably be within 
the limits prescribed. Properties on Ward's, however, 
would most likely not comply due to minimum setback 
provisions in areas of "Z2" designation. Those setback 
provisions include that a house be a minimum of 20 feet 
from the street line or the average of setbacks of 
adjacent properties where they are in excess of 20 feet; 

25 feet from the rear property line; three feet from the 
Side lot line (with no openings in building wall) or 

four feet from the side lot line (where there are Openings). 
Because the average lot depth on Ward's Island homes is 
approximately 50 feet, the buildings as constructed would 
appear not to comply with the general 20 foot front yard 
and 25 foot rear yard setback requirements. 

Accordingly, should the lands on Ward's Island be 
rezoned pursuant to the City of Toronto's Official Plan 
amendment and by-law, the homes would probably still not be 
capable of compliance with the designation and the 


issuance of building permits may still not be possible. 
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Building Permits 


The Buildings and Inspections Department of the 
City of Toronto is responsible for the issuance of 
building permits for repair, alterations, replacement 
of plumbing and heating and any structural changes. 
Structural changes would have to comply with the 
provisions of the Ontario Building Code and with the 
provisions ofwthe:. Caty/ of. Toronto, Housing. By-law: 

Since 1970, that Department has maintained a 
computerized record of permits issued. A list of 
Boley Live ON Oronto sLslands, trom 1970. topMay 22, 1980 
was filed with the Commission and, of the 36 applications, 
seven relate to repairs done by the Parks Department or 
the vacht.. clubs... The, balance.of 29 was» for. residential 
properties. 

Under. The. Building Code Act, 1972. (Ontario), persons are 
not permitted to perform any work involving structural 
changes or material alterations prior to receiving a 
building permit. 

In his second appearance before this Commission, 
following the inspection done by his Department, Mr. 
Cook gave evidence that building permits could not be 
issued for work done in the residential area of Ward's 
or Algonquin Island because of lack of compliance with 
the zoning which is currently "G" (Parkland). He 


indicated that the only recourse would be to apply to 


the Committee of Adjustments for approval, but no 
resident had done so to his knowledge. 

Despite the fact that building permits had not 
been obtained, Mr. Cook observed that at the time of 
inspection, several residences were being altered and 
many showed evidence of recent work. 

Christopher Barry, the Island resident whose 
house burned down in 1979, testified that he managed 
to obtain a building permit from the City of Toronto 


within four weeks. 
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Ontario Building Code 

The Building Code Act, #9) 4-08 Ontar ioe and vehe 
regulations thereunder apply to all new construction 
and’ any’ construetion® to existing’structures., The 
word "construct" is defined in the statute as meaning 
"to do anything in the erection, installation, or 
extension or material alteration or repair of a 
building....". As George Cook, Deputy Commissioner 


OE the “City of Woronto Buildings and “inspections 


Department described, the Ontario Building Code is 


applicable where work undertaken on existing structures 


ie material win naturet = His interpretation is thate«any 


work which would interfere with the bearing portions 
or -acCetructure! would Sfabll GWithin the rcode;. He-gave 
examples: a completely renewed foundation; removal 
of “atbearing wall within’ aebuilding; an addition to 
a building; and removal of a porch on the outside and 
replacement thereof. 

Under the Act, no construction or demolition of 
a building may take place without a permit issued by 
the "chief official". Should work be done without 
the issuance of a permit, the inspector may issue an 
order to comply or, if necessary, an order to cease 
construction. In addition, it is an offence to fail 
to comply with any order or direction under the Act 
or to contravene any provision of the Act. A 
successful prosecution could lead to a fine or 


imprisonment or both. 
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Mr. Cook observed during the inspections that four 
properties on Algonquin Island and seven on Ward's were the 
subject als work without building permits and were, 
accordingly, .an contravention -.of The Building 
Code Act, 1974. In some cases, where improvements had 
been made, there was contravention simply by reason of 
failure to obtain a building permit: in other cases, 
because the nature of the construction itself was not 
in compliance with the Building Code. 

The 1980 inspections did not document violations 
of the Building Code, but dealt only with infractions 


under the City of Toronto's Housing By-law. 


Transportation of Building Materials 


The transportation of building materia!s for use 
on Toronto Island residences has been a compound 
problem. To begin with, there is the simple problem 
of physically getting the materials to the offshore 
site. The complication has arisen because the easiest 
mode of shipping - the ferry service - is operated by 
Metro Parks, a Department of that government which has 
a mandate to develop the entire Islands complex as a 
pack. 

Building materials are most conveniently delivered 
to the Islands upon the actual vehicle which is boarded 
on the ferry. Vehicle permits are issued at the head 
office of Metro Parks to utility companies, oil suppliers, 
dairies, Eaton's and other firms to service Island residences 
and to individual residents for food, fuel and emergency 
repairs. 

Regulations relating to vehicle permits, published 
by Metro Parks, were filed with the Commission. Those 
regulations provide that "materials to carry out essential 
repairs are permitted provided that the approved tenant 
certifies that the repairs are of an emergert nature ard 
waives any right of action by reason of the permissicn 
granted". Vehicle permits are not issued "to take build- 


ing materials to Toronto Island to initiate new construction". 
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Metro Parks has»a supply, of freight carts, populanmiy 
referred to as "orange carts" available for rental at the 
mainland ferry terminal at a price of $1.00. The Metro 
Parks regulations stipulate that no materials prohibited 
for transport by vehicle permit are allowed to be placed 
im orange carts, (Additional prohibitions«in thes case of 
these carts: relate:.to "dirty,..oily: or messy varticles 
which will render the cart unfit for the transportation 
of food"; 'rough, heavy or sharp objects which will tend 
to damage the cart's paint or wheels"; "furniture and 
appliances of a size, shape or weight that damage the 
carts"; "fuels and combustible materials"; and "building 
materials of size, shape, or weight that would damage 
the. carts". The official in-charge of the mainland 
terminal has the sole discretion to refuse rertal of 
carts if he feels the intended use of the carts would 
cause them damage. 

The regulations and their application have for 
some time been a sore point between Metro and the 
Islanders. The residents claimed that there was 
uncertainty about the regulations and to whom they 
applied. Correspondence and meetings were generated 
and lasted over a great period of time. There is no 
indication that a satisfactory result for all concerned 


was achieved. 


In some cases, the residents have made individual 
arrangements for transportation of building materials. 

In the case of Christopher Barry, whose Island residence 
was destroyed by fire, a private water taxi service was 
employed to carry construction materials. 

An organization known as "Waral" (Ward's - Algonquin) 
was created in Spring, 1976 to allow bulk purchasing of 
building materials with a view to obtaining a better 
price for the residents. It also served to enhance the 
possibility of delivery as the higher quantities justified 
the resources necessary to effecta delivery to the Islands. 
Waral would accept orders from the residents, place ther: 
with the supplier, and apply for the vehicle permit. The 
organization was required to satisfy Metro Parks that the 
orders were on behalf of "legal tenants" (persons cna 
special list kept by Metro) and that the supplies were 
for repairs necessary to meet health and safety require- 
ments. 

Nine of 10 orders placed by Waral were actually 
transported on the ferry service, according to Dale 
Perkins, Island resident. He said that the tenth order 
(valued at $2,000.) had to be conveyed by private boats, 
truck permits having been denied. In all, some $19,600. 
worth of building materials arranged through Waral 
arrived at the Islands aboard the ferry service. Waral | 


obtained its last vehicle permit in July, 1978. 
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Combustibility and Conflagration 

The question of the risk of fire to Island homes 

arose first during the testimony of Bernard Bonser, 

Fire Chief, ofthe City of -Toronto.- He indtcaskedethest 

the fire station was moved to Ward's and has remained 
there because people reside in the buildings on Ward's 
and Algonquin and his prime concern is one of life 

safety. While he said that one factor relating to eied 
need for early response is that Island homes are of a 
frame construction, he said many other homes in the 

City of Toronto are also of the same type of construction. 

Firefighters do pre-fire planning on the Islands 
because of their concern for the fire spreading risk and 
the need for quick containment to the building of origin; 
and because they have only one piece of firefighting 
apparatus and one crew to respond. On the mainland, 
normal response is two pumpers and an aerial crew, 
providing three crews. Chief Bonser did not feel that 
the proximity of homes on Ward's was a major factor in 
containing a fire. He did not distinguish between houses 
on Ward's and Algonquin. 

The Chief furnished fire statistics for the residential 
areas on the Islands for the years 1974 to 1980, the details 
of which can be found in the Chapter entitled "Protective 
Services" in this Report. For present purposes, reference 
is made to a particular; fire,which occurred.on;0ectebersics 


1974 at 9 Second Street on Warc's Island. The cause of the 
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fire is shown as "oil burner" and the damage estimated 
at $10,600. Four neighbouring houses (7 and 11 Second 
Street and 8 and 10 First Street) are listed as having 
suffered "exposure fires" on the same day, with a total 
estimated damage of $7,535. This example appears, 
fortunately, to be the only case of residential 
conflagration for the six-year period examined. 

It was indicated by Chief Bonser that there was a 
"voluntary" home inspection programme, but that he was 
not sure how frequently or when it was last done on the 
Islands. He suggested that the single-family dwellings 
would be inspected internally by one of the housing 
standards inspectors. 

From the evidence of George Cook, Deputy Commissioner 
of the Buildings and Inspections Department of the City, 
this Commission learned that the last interior inspection 
of a general nature was performed in 1973. Fire and fire 
spreading was identified as a hazard in 1973 because of 
the type of construction and the relative proximity of 
the hotties s« iby Mr. oJ iJ. (Bradford; Director sof iHousing 
Standards for the City. 

Following the 1980 inspections, performed at the 
request of this Commission, Mr. Cook enumerated a host 
of factors in this area. The type of construction and 
the layout of the residences were reiterated by him as 


being matters of concern. His evidence identifies other 
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conditions relating to fire risk, including: combustible 
walls and ceilings; combustible materials and underbrush 
adjacent to the homes; oil fuel tanks alongside the 
buildings; and open-flame heating systems. Mr. Cook 
answered in the affirmative when asked whether these 
conditions, relating to fire soeute were unacceptable. 

For the short term, Mr. Cook recommended the 
installation of smoke detectors, the removal of combustible 
materials next to the homes, and the covering of oil fuel 
tanks. His long-term recommendations were the replacement 
of combustible interior finishes, installation of below- 
floor heating and a replanning of the area to allow adequate 
spacing. A reading of Mr. Cook's evidence indicates that 
his concerns about the situation on Ward's were greater than 
in the case of Algonquin Island. 

Having received what I saw as disparate pictures on 
the fire safety question from Chief Bonser on the one hand, 
and Mr. Cook on the other, I requested Commission Counsel 
to call further evidence on the subject. She arranged an 
inspection and testimony by Provincial fire officials. 

John Hess, Supervisor of the Fire Protection Unit of 
the Ontario Fire Marshal's Office, conducted an external 
inspection of the residences on Ward's and Algonquin on 
October 21 and 22, 1980 and spoke with staff at the Island 
Fire Station. Both he and John Bateman, eee Fire 
Marshal, were given transcripts of the evidence of George 


Cook and Fire Chief Bonser. 
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Mr. Hess testified that the spacing of dwellings 
on Algonquin was not a major concern. Regarding Ward's 
he reported that spacing was "certainly close enough to 
facilitate the spread of fire from one building to 
another". In his view, the conflagration risk was great 
on Ward's Island "due to the limited spatial separation 
between sides and the rear of dwellings, and the lack of 
prompt back-up response of fire personnel and equipment 
should the first response units be unable to contain the 
fire to the building of origin". 

The Ontario Fire Marshal, John Batemar:, also voiced 
a "special risk of conflagration on Ward's Island". He 
recommended a clean-up of combustible vegetation and debris 
between houses, the installation of smoke detectors to 
ensure early alarm of fire, and the actual relocation of 
certain residences to minimize the spread of fire. 

On October 28, 1980, Sarah Miller, Island resident, 
in answer to a question posed by Islanders' lawyer Peter 
Atkinson, said that she had observed some activity with 
respect to removing materials from around Island houses. 

in the matter of smoke detectors, Island resident 
Peter Cridland and three others conducted a survey of the 
Island homes. That survey also looked into the existence 
of fire extinguishers. Of the 163 homes surveyed, 63 
(39 per cent) had both smoke detectors and fire extinguishers. 
Twenty houses (12 per cent) were equipped with smoke detectors 


only and 39 (24 per cent) had fire extinguishers only. 
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Sewage Disposal 

Dr. George Moss, Medical Officer of Health for 
the City of Toronto, has described the disposal 
systems for individual residential premises as ranging 
from "conventional septic tanks and short sub-service 
tile fields as found on Algonguin to very primitive 
"pail-a-day" systems" on Ward's. 

In a letter to Dennis Barker, Chief Planner and 
Executive Director of the City's Plarning Board, dated 
August 1, 1973, he wrote of the Public Health Department's 
increasing concern over the years of the sewage disposal 
systems in the residential areas on the Toronto Islands. 
He added that this situation was brought to a head by the 
exceedingly high water level of Lake Ontario in the Spring 
of that year. 

The Public Health Department carried out dye tests 
on the Islands in the Spring and Summer of 1973 and found 
seepage and ponding. He expressed a concern about the 
spread of disease resulting from faulty disposal systems. 

Referring again to Dr. Moss's letter to Mr. Barker, 
dated August 1, 1973, he wrote that he was firmly of the 
opinion that "the time has come for the installation of 
a community municipal sewage disposal system" and "Toronto 
Islands can no longer accept the disposal of sewage 
effluent through ground dispersal systems. Accordingly, 

I do not intend to approve any further ground disposal 


systems". 


a 


Some five years later, Dr. Moss was asked to 
furnish an updated report. By letter addressed to 
then Mayor-elect John Sewell, dated November 28, 
1978, he expressed the view that the residential 
systems would not suffice to meet the needs of 
the community on a long-term basis. He adds: 
"Events of 1972 and 1973, which saw a lengthy 
rise in the lake level clearly demonstrate that 
these individual systems, which over the years 
have been allowed to deteriorate, are clearly 
inadequate". He repeated his 1973 recommendation 
that the community be provided with a municipally- 
operated sewage system. 

When Dr. Moss testified before this Commission, 
he agreed that his one major concern regarding the 
Island residential community is sewage disposal. 

It bears repeating here that George Cook, Deputy 
Commissioner of Buildings and Inspections for the City 
of Toronto, described current sanitary conditions as 
"intolerable". 

Douglas Doherty, Deputy Commissioner of Public 
Works for the City, in his testimony stated that, if 
the community were to remain, the installation of a 


sewer system was "a necessary expenditure". 
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Flooding 

This Commission heard evidence from a number of 
individuals about flooding which took place in the 
years 1952 and 1973 on the Toronto Islands. High 
lake levels caused sa flooding, considering the 
elevation of certain portions of the Toronto Islands. 

A yearly record of high and low daily mean levels 
of Lake Ontario from 1854 to the present time, prepared 
for the Toronto Harbour Commissioners, shows that in | 
1952 and in 1973, lake levels were highest. These high 
levels are illustrated in the following graph dealing 
with level changes of Lake Ontario from 1950 to 1974, 
appearing in one of the Commission's exhibits and having 
its source in the Central Waterfront Planning Committee's 


"Information Base, Water, 1976’: 


- 


0.0 
1.G.L.D. (242.8) 
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Photographs taken in 1952 and 1973 and produced by 
Metro Parks reveal extensive ponding in the residential 
areas. Residents of the Islands testified that flooding 


was not a serious problem in 1973. 


In a report, the City.Medical Officer of Health, in 
1973, expressed a definite concern about sewage disposal 
because of the "exceedingly high water level of the 
lake". In fact, Dr. George Moss was determined not to 
approve any further ground disposal systems on the 
Toronto Islands. His position was repeated in 1978 
in a letter to Mayor-elect John Sewell. 

The Metropolitan Parks Department raised lands by 
approximately three feet in the park areas during the 
1950's and 1960's. In 1973, short-term protection of 
the north shore of Ward's Island immediately adjacent 
to Channel Avenue was accomplished by Metro Parks to 
preserve a property located at 2 Channel Avenue. As 
well, the Department entered into discussions with 
the Toronto Harbour Commissioners to divert fill 
material being dredged for the project known as Aquatic 
Park. According to Ian Brown, General Manager of the 
Toronto Harbour Commissioners, some 100,000 cubic yards 
of material were placed at the south shore of Ward's 
Island to stabilize the beach and afford some protection 
against the southerly storm action. 

The Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation 
Authority, which is normally responsible for filing 
maps and outlining all flood prone areas Ehat ishould).be 
controlled, has not filed a schedule with respect to the 


Toronto Islands. Not having done so, the Authority has 


not mapped out the area to determine what physical hazards 
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may occur due to flooding. If the Authority were regulating 


the area, they would determine flood prone areas and 
ensure that suitable precautionary measures occurred 
before development. 

Michael Garrett, Administrator of the Water 
Resources Division of MTRCA, testified that 255 feet 
I.G.L.D. (International Great Lakes Datum) is the 
current criterion for defining the regulation line. 
Any lands that are of lower elevation could not be 
the subject of development without permission of the 
Authority. However, he added that the Authorni tye2s 
currently in the process of filing a new set of 
schedules because a Federal-Provincial study recently 
developed figures on what the hundred-year lake level 
and the hundred-year wave uprush are, based upon a 
statistical analysis not before available to the 
Authority. The new level is 76.2 meters or 250 feet, 
representing the one-in-one-hundred year flood level. 
He said that that would apply to areas where there 
are protected waters such as the inside of Toronto 
Harbour. On exposed shorelines, there is a need to 
allow for wave uprush because that can cause flooding 
as well. For that, a level of 77.1 meters or about 
253 feet is indicated. Mr. Garrett stated that the 
1973 lake level reached 248.8 feet. 

In the “opinion ‘of "Myr. \Garrett, ‘the problems ohn 
flooding of the homes on the Islands could be "very 


easily fixed" by raising them. 
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A report entitled "Environmental Resources of the 
ToOroOnco Central Water iron prepared for the* Central 
Waterfront Planning Committee and the City of Toronto 
Planning Board (1976) outlines flood prone areas on 
the Toronto Islands which include most of both the 
Ward's Island area and Algongquin Island. Recommendations 
in that document dealing with flood prone areas are that 
permanent habitation should be avoided; structures meant 
for human occupancy should be protected by placing floor 
elevation above expected flood levels of 249 feet above 
sea level; all structures should be securely fixed with 
proper foundations; and septic tanks should be prohibited 
due to seasonal high water tables and to the potential 
pollution hazard. The recommendation relating to septic 
tanks is based upon the information from the City of 
Toronto Medical Officer of Health that high water levels 
in 1973, compounded by strong onshore winds, caused some 
areas of the Islands to be inundated with water and 
affected the operation of septic tank systems in the 
parks and residential areas. 

Douglas Doherty, Deputy Commissioner of 
the Public Works Department of the City of Toronto, was 
of the view that flooding in 1973 was not as serious 
as that in 1951 and 1952 due to the protection afforded 
to the Islands by the headlands created at the foot of 
Leslie Street. He indicated that all housing should 


be constructed without basements and at an approximate 
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elevation of 251.5 Geodetic Datum, which would protect 
against flooding in any living areas. He described 
the high lake levels as creating only a temporary 
inconvenience to residents in 1973. 

The photograph appearing on the following page 
was taken by the Globe and Mail on February 9, 1973. 
Filed as an exhibit by Commission Counsel, it 
indicates water levels with respect to a particular 
house, located at 2 Channel Avenue, adjacent to the 
Bay, on Ward's Island. The premises were eventually 


torn down. 
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Hydro Electric 
Representatives of the Toronto 

Toronto Hydro 

Hydro Electric System were called to 
give evidence before the Commission in order to ascertain 
the level of services currently provided to the Toronto 
Island residents and also to determine whether or not the 
uncertainty of the community affects the provision of 
adequate services. 

Reginald Packard, Manager, Commercial and Residential 
Services Department, Toronto Hydro, testified that repairs 
were done on Ward's and Algonquin in May and June of 1979. 
Maintenance work was required because the hydro poles and 
equipment had deteriorated due to age. The power supply 
was adequate. There was, however, a concern about safety. 
Residents had complained that wires were sparking, trees 
were rubbing against the wires and residents were receiving 
shocks from water faucets. The amount expended on Ward's 
to correct the faults was $20,652.85 and on Algonquin Island 
it Wocr > OF, BUN. /ux. 

While doing the remedial repairs on Ward's Island, 
Toronto Hydro staff observed from an external inspection 
that the service entrance equipment to 52 homes was in 
need of repair. (No attempt was made to conduct an 
internal inspection) of wiring.)' For ‘the purpose of 
alerting the residents, cards were left for them so they 


might telephone or write to Toronto Hydro. 
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Also, a letter was written to the Toronto Island 
Residents’ Association indicating that repairs were 
needed to these homes, and suggesting that the 
residents have internal inspections done by Ontario 
Hydro. Mr. Packard followed this up and founda that no 
residents had made requests for interna] inspections. 
On July 31, 1979, he wrote to Elizabeth Amer of the 
Toronto Island Residents' Association providing her 
with a list of the addresses that he considered 
required revairs. Nothing came from that. Finally, 
he wrote individual letters to the 52 households 
involved. There were three telephone calls received 
in response to those letters. Mr. Packard was advised 
by Ontario Hydro that no-one had contacted that 
organization to arrange inspections. These matters 
were of concern to Toronto Hydro from a fire safety 
point of view. 

Michael Nixon, Commissioner and Chief Building 
Official, Buildings and Inspections Department, City of 
Toronto, confirmed by letter to this Commission that 
during the recent inspections by his Department, many 
electrical defects which were violations of Housing 
By-law 73-68 were noted in their report and cost 
estimates for repair were included. However, there 
were other obvious electrical defects which require 


the expertise of an inspector of Ontario Hydro, and in 
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these cases referrals were to be made, advising 
Ontario Hydro of the addresses where such defects 
exist. Mr. Nixon gave his assurance that all 
electrical defects are recognized as being of a 
serious nature and would be listed with the mandatory 
health and safety items in the letters that were 
being prepared to direct the immediate attention of 
the occupants to matters of concern. 

In terms of any future maintenance work which is 
required for Toronto Hydro equipment, the Commission 
has been assured that Toronto Hydro will do whatever is 
necessary from a safety point of view without regard 
to the length of time the residents may be remaining 
on the Toronto Islands. 

If the community were expanded to include some 
250 additional homes, and those homes were to be 
electrically heated, Toronto Hydro would be required 
to make a significant capital expenditure for the 
necessary additional supply of power. 

Street lighting is also the concern of Toronto Hydro. 
The condition of street lighting on the Islands in 
residential areas is inadequate, according to Bernard 
Brenner, Manager of Distribution, Planning and Design, 
Toronto Hydro. Normally, the fixtures would be replaced 


with a type similar to those used on all City of Toronto 


streets. The Island residents have, however, requested 
that such work not be done. They would prefer that the 
old-fashioned luminaires be repaired. This has not 
been done as the work required would be exceedingly 
expensive. 

From the evidence, it appears that, apart from the 


street lighting, the equipment and hydro service 


supplied by Toronto Hydro is sufficient for the existing 


Toronto Islands residences. 
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Natural Gas 
The Consumers' Gas Company 

A Consumers 'Gas currently supplies natural gas 

on the Toronto Islands to some 
134 residences and to 14 non-residential customers. Residential 
gas users are located both on Ward's and Algonquin. The non- 
residential users are the Toronto Island Airport (four locations) ; 
Dalmar Foods Limited (four locations); Royal Canadian Yacht Club 
(three locations); Queen City Yacht Club; St. Andrew-by-the-Lake 
Church; and Metro Parks (Ward's Island washroom). 

There have been numerous supply problems in recent years 
relating to pressure and internal water. The gas distribution 
system on the Toronto Islands was originally built specifically 
to look after residential family dwellings in the summer for 
such purposes as water heating and cooking. Over the years, 
central heating systems have been added, thereby diminishing 
the capacity of the distribution system which is of an older 
type (cast iron). Ground water was finding its way into the 
lines and also freezing some of the meters. 

Maintenance work was done and the distribution system 
tightened up. The problems have now been corrected accord- 
ing to Roy Onyschuk, General Manager, Metropolitan Toronto 
Region, Consumers' Gas Company. He testified that, under 
existing conditions, the gas supply to the 134 residences 


is adequate. 


With the present system, not only could the 
Company not supply an expanded community: it could 
not even supply the full existing community. In 
fact, the saturation point has been reached. The 
Company has had to refuse requests for conversion 
of residences to natural gas heating. 

Mr. Onyschuk stated that the Toronto Island 
Residents' Association was told by the Company that 
there could be no expansion of services unless a 
feasibility study was undertaken and it showed 
economic viability. There were some preliminary 
studies done in or about 1978 indicating that it 
would cost something in the order of $70,000. to 
upgrade the services to provide natural gas to all 
250 residences. Inflation would produce a higher 
estimate today. 

Only one "feed" (across the Western Gap) exists 
to the Toronto Islands. In order to deliver an increased 
gas supply for either the residential or non-residential 
customers, the system would have to be rebuilt. 

From Mr. Onyschuk's evidence, I got the sense that 
his Company does not relate the possibility of renewing 
their entire system to any minimum period of tenure, 
but rather to financial considerations in the broad 
sense. Certainly, a determination of scorente 


feasibility would take into account the expected length 


that any continued or expanded community would remain 
on the Islands. 

In conducting a feasibility analysis, the Consumers' 
Gas Company would survey potential customers and their 
contemplated loads. On the basis of the calculation of 
projected gas volumes, the cost of gas and other 
factors, the Company would look at the economics of it 
all and make its decision. 

If the Company did not find economic viability, 

Mr. Onyschuk confirmed that it is possible for customers 
to make a capital contribution so that the project 
becomes feasible from a monetary point of view for the 
Company. Precedents exist for that. He was not aware 
of a situation where a municipality offered to pay part 
of the capital expenditures, but gave an example of the 
Toronto Board of Education having participated in such 

a manner. 

I asked Mr. Onyschuk about the procedure and 
responsibility for payment of the costs of connecting any 
new service. He said that the Company pays for and brings 
the gas line right up to ard into the residence. 

To the best of his knowledge, the Company has never 
abandoned an area on the basis that it was no longer 
financially viable to continue the service. Accordingly, 
all other things being equal, Mr. Onyschuk thought that 
the Company would supply natural gas to the Islands 


whether or not the residential community were to remain. 
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Telephone Service 


Bell Canada provides service to 
Bell residents of the Toronto Islands either 
through two-party services (for some 141 


homes) or by private lines (75 homes) . 

Th Julyy 99795 .tehes Toronte Island Residents' Association 
contacted Bell Canada to see if there were any plans, toonps 
grade the residential service. These inquiries related to 
outside plant connections, lack of private line availability 
and slow repair service. Initially, Bell Canada indicated 
that they were not prepared to do a full scale modernization 
programme as it would involve an expenditure of $150,000. to 
$200,000. at that time. However, the Company decided that 
it would upgrade its current service. 

Maintenance work has now been completed on Algonquin 
Island and,once the question of an easement on Ward's Island 
is obtained from Metro, work will be completed there. Thas 
will result in the provision of some 75 additional private 
Lineess tatrthisetime, eithereraresno outstanding requests for 
improved service, according to the evidence of Elizabeth) 
Myers, District Manager, Midtown South Region, Customer 
Service Department of Bell Canada. 

~A full scale modernization programme would require 
a study of the costs involved. To justify replacement of 


the telephone system for the Community pateits current 
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Size would probably require a tenure period of 
approximately ten years. 

Once the question of an easement is resolved with 
respect to Ward's Island and the maintenance work is 
completed there, it would appear the services provided 
by Bell Canada will be adequate for the community at 


its present size. 


288 


Water Supply 

In 1953, the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto 
took over responsibility for the water supply and 
sewage treatment of the various area municipalities. 
Metropolitan Toronto is essentially a wholesaler of 
water: solids tol BhewCrtyeot. Toronte directly at a rate 
standard for each municipality. 

Originally, the only source of water fcr the 
Toronto area was from the Filtration Plant located on the 
Toronto Islands. The Island Filtration Plant is located 
on Centre Island and occupies slightly better than 60 
acres, 11 of which are fenced in for safety purposes. 

Today, there are-four- plants Locatedjon; The 
mainland, with the: Island Filtration Plant used generally 
during peak periods of the summer months. During the 
rest. of the year, the Island community. receives) its 
water: from’ a plant-on- the mainland}idoceted at John 
Street. 

From the Island Filtration Plant, one of two pipes 
services the residential community. Actual water 
distribution is within, the: jurisdiction.ef the Caty of 
Terence . 

Water is distributed to Island users through a 300 mm. 
cast iron watermain extending from the Filtration Plant 
to Ward's Island and Hanlan's Point. This watermain 
connects into a network of watermains on Ward's and 
Algonguin Islands which vary in diameter from 200 mm. to 


50 mm. 
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Douglas Doherty, Deputy Commissioner of Public 
Works, City of Toronto, indicated that a substantial 
number of the watermains on Ward's Island are 
considered to be a temporary or seasonal type of 
installation and not designed for year-round operation. 
They were installed with insufficient ground cover to 
avoid frost damage during winter months. To prevent 
freezing of the watermains, fire hydrants are left 
running. 

In Mr. Doherty's view, the supply of water avail- 
able to the Islands is adequate to accommodate a resi- 
dential community of the current size, but those water- 
mains on Ward's Island susceptible to frost damage 
should be replaced by a permanent system should the 
community remain. This would involve installing mains 
at a depth that would prevent problems with freezing 
and increasing the diameter of the mains to provide an 
adequate level of protection. On Algonquin Island, the 
depth is sufficient. 

Estimates provided by the City of Toronto Public 
Works Department involve a capital cost of $222,000. 
to improve the system on Ward's Island for a community 
Of the current size. The cost to improve the system 
at Ward's Island and extend the system for an "expanded 
community" would be approximately $438,000., according 


to Mr. Doherty. These estimates do not include service 


connection costs which are approximately $600. for 
each housing unit and would be the responsibility 
of the individual. 

The present annual. operating cost of the water 
system is $36,313. which is billed by Metro tothe 


City of trOnoneer 
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Refuse Collection 

Refuse from both the park and residential areas 
of the Toronto Islands is collected by the Metro 
Parks Department. Garbage is picked up from the 
community twice each week, with a special collection 
for large items such as old furniture and appliances 
once each month. Due to access constraints on Ward's 
and Algonquin, smaller vehicles pick up garbage and 
cransier L401. compactor 2 .Lt eres transferred to 
bulk-lift containers at the Metro Works yard on 
Centre Island. These containers are transported by 
private contractor to the mainiand for disposal. 

A letter from the Streets' Commissioner of the 
City of Toronto dated August 21502973 an othe 
"Toronto's Island Park Neighbourhoods" Report 
indicates that refuse collection for the community 
Should probably be increased to weekly pick-up of large 
items to equate with mainland standards. However, 
neither Douglas Doherty nor Anthony Pellegrino of the 
City Public Works Department mentioned this in their 
testimony. 

Metropolitan Toronto bills the City of Toronto 
annually for the refuse collection. Costs in 1980 were 
$84,200. In the opinion of Mr. Doherty, garbage 
collection for an expanded community could be accommodated 
in the same manner. He estimated that that would entail 
an increase in operating costs to the City of Toronto 


ot S85.000;, 
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Roads and Sidewalks 

The residential areas of Ward's and Algonquin 
are serviced by approximately 1,900 metres of "walks". 
Walks on Ward's are approximately 1.2 metres wide and 
on Algonquin Island the widths are approximately 3.7 
metres. 

Anthony Pellegrino, of the City's Public Works 
Department gave his view that the sidewalks on Ward's 
are too narrow for emergency vehicular access and in 
need of total reconstruction. 

Mr. Doherty stated that if underground services 
were to be installed, the walks. could be replaced 
thereafter, and that any of the walks in good 
condition and not disturbed by the work would be 
salvaged. In this regard, he proposed that the Ward's 
Island walks be widened to 3.5 metres. He estimated 
the capital cost to improve the road system for the 
existing community to be $460,000. For an expanded 
community, he estimated that 1,150 metres of additional 
walks would be required. According to him, this would 
involve only an estimated further $90,000. 

At the present time, the Metropolitan Toronto 
Parks Department is responsible fcr the maintenance of 
these facilities and there is no present operating cost 
to the City. However, should the City assume responsibility 
for the residential areas, there would be an annual 


operating cost (including winter maintenance) of 
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$9,000. and, for an expanded community, $15,000. 

Should the sewer system be installed in the 
residential areas, the cost of the road system would 
be a necessary expense, as roads and walks would be 
destroyed by such construction. In any event,»it 
appears that the road system on Ward's Island is 
inadequate for emergency vehicle access and should 
be replaced whether or not a sewer system is installed, . 


so long as the community remains. 


Street Lighting 

At the present time, street lighting on Ward's 
and Algonquin Islands consists of incandescent fixtures 
On wooden or concrete poles. There is conflicting 
testimony on the condition of the street lighting and 
the need for improvements. Douglas Doherty of the 
City of Toronto Public Works Department indicated that 
there is no need to improve the existing system and 
that he did not propose such in his estimates. However, 
as mentioned, Bernard Brenner cf Toronto Hydro was of 
the view that the street lights are in poor condition, 
and do not provide adequate lighting by to-day's 
standards. 

The present annual operating costs to the City of 
Toronto for power and repairs of the street lighting 
te9527660% 

Should there be an expanded residential area, 

Mr. Doherty is of the view that a new lighting system 
would be installed using high pressure sodium luminaires 
and concrete poles, which would involve an estimated 
capital cost of $11,500. and an increase in operating 
Boscs to the City’ of Toronto of $2,340." In his ‘estimates, 
he makes the assumption that the cost of poles will be 
paid by Toronto Hydro which he sees as responsible fcr 
installing the pole system and related overhead wiring 


to supply power to new houSing units. 
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Storm Sewers 

The Toronto Islands have no storm sewers. 

Because of the elevation of the Islands in 
relation to the water level of Lake Ontario, it is 
impracticable to have a buried pipe system to 
accommodate storm run-off. At the present time, 
storm run-off is discharged directly by overland 
flow into the lake. According to Douglas Doherty, 
there is no alternative proposed. 

As he described it, the Islands were flooded 
in 1951 and 1952 and again in 1973 due to high lake 
levels. Should high lake levels be repeated, there 
would be surface flooding which would cause inconvenience 
to residents. Consequently, it is his suggestion that 
all housing should be constructed without basements 
and at an approximate level of 251.5 Geodetic Datum 


which would prevent flooding in the living areas. 
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Sanitary Sewers 


High water levels experienced by the Toronto 
Islands in 1973 adversely affected the operation of 
the residential septic systems. A potential health 
hazard resulted and the adequacy of the existing 
system was brought into question. Responding to 
this situation, the Medical Officer of Health for 
the City of Toronto expressed concern about the 
possible spread of disease to the Islands community 
and to the general public. He stated that he would 
not approve any additional septic tank systems on 
the Toronto Islands. 

The’ opinionvoft the City 's?’Medical-OfLticer: of 
Health was incorporated into a report of Metro's 
Parks and Recreation Committee which report was 
sdopted by2MetrolCotinea 1, onlay 2) .1973.1 The 
resulting recommendations were that the Toronto 
Islands have their own sewage disposal system, 
preferably linked to the mainland and that disposal 
of sewage through the ground should be eliminated. 
Metro Council instructed its Parks Commissioner to 
initiate an inquiry into the possibility of sewage 
service for the Toronto Islands. The consulting 
firm of James F. MacLaren Limited was engaged by 


Metro to make certain studies in that regard. 
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It was recommended in the MacLaren Report (January, 
1974) that a sewage network be constructed to consist of 
two principal collector systems on the Toronto Islands, 
with a main pumping station at Hanlan's Point.’ The 
first collector system would be the "Centre Island" 
system which would serve the Centre Island area on a 
seasonal basis, although it could be utilized year-round. 
This system would cross parts of Centre Island, Island 
Park and Mugg's Island and connect with the main pumping 
station at Hanlan's Point. The second collector system 
was the "Perimeter" system which would be for year-round use 
and which would extend from Ward's Island to Hanlan's 
Point by way of«Gibraltar Point. )The main pumping» station 
at Hanlan's Point would discharge sewage through a force- 
main across the airport property, under the Western Gap 
through an existing utilities tunnel, along Bathurst 
Street and into the Metro low-level interceptor sewer at 
Bathurst and Front? Streets: 

The Central Waterfront Planning Committee engaged the 
consulting firm of Wallace, McHarg, Roberts and Todd which 
in 1976 prepared a document entitled "Environmental 
Resources of the Toronto Central Waterfront". That report 


contained the following recommendations: 


Restrict use of septic tanks 
in flood prone and low runoff 
areas. 


O O O 
Septic tanks in flood prone 
areas should be prohibited 
due to seasonal high water 
tables and to the potential 
pollution hazard. 

According to the testimony of Christopher Roberts, 
Deputy Commissioner of Metro Parks, Metro commenced 
construction of the sewer system in the Summer of 1977. 
The system was operational by the following Summer, 
although some construction continued until about June 
of 1979. The system was built as proposed in the 
MacLaren Report, except that the "Perimeter" sewage 
eollector system was, built only .as farseast, as Chippewa 
Avenue. It was not extended to service the residential 
communities at Ward's and Algonquin because of the 
uncertainity of whether these areas were to remain 
residential or become parkland. The future use is 
significant because the size of the pipes required to 
service these areas would differ depending on whether 
the land was used for homes or parkland. 

Mr. Roberts gave evidence that the cost of installing 
the sewer system as of September 30, 1980, was slightly in 


excess of $2,750,000. and that it has operated effectively 


since its opening. 
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The City of Toronto alsosretained dameseE. Maclaren 
Limited, to study various methods of providing a sewer 
system for the Toronto Islands residential areas. The 
recommended approaches were to connect the residential 
areas with the existing Islands sewage system, if 
possible, or to pump sewage from the residences to the 
mainland under the Western Gap, exclusive of the Parks 
sewage system. 

Estimates emanating from the City of Toronto over 
the years of the cost of constructing a sewage system 
to service the existing community and an expanded 
community (as proposed by the City) and of the cost of 
connecting each residence to this system are contained 


in the following table: 


ESTIMATED COSTS 
OF SEWAGE SYSTEM _ 


The decrease in estimated costs of the sewage system 
from 1979 to 1980 is at least puzzling and is something which 


should be clarified. 


Christopher Roberts of Metro Parks testified that 
if the sewer system were to be extended to the resi- 
dential areas, it would be done by extending the 
"Perimeter" sewer line. He expressed the opinion that 
it would be possible to provide sewage services to the 
present residences and that the new sewage system has 
adequate capacity to accommodate the additional flow 
which would result if the residences were hooked up 
to the system. 

Teeis. estinated bythe ‘City of Toronto tthhat) at 
the proposed sewer system were built, it would result 
in an increased annual operating cost of $26,700. if 
the community remained at its present size and $30,000. 
if it expanded according to the City's proposal. 

Douglas Doherty, Deputy Commissioner of Public 
Works for the City of Toronto, gave an estimated late 
1982 completion date for the installation of a sewage 
system to serve the residential areas, if all relevant 
legislation and "whatnot" were in place in the early 
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Ambulance Services 

An ambulance unit services the Islands in 
summer months approximately from the May 24th weekend 
to Labour Day each year. It is operated by the Metro- 
politan Toronto Ambulance Services Department and 
although stationed at Centre Island, is available to 
Island residents in need. 

In addition, throughout the year, staff of the 
Metropolitan Toronto Police Department, the Fire 
Department and the Toronto Harbour Police, trained 
in first-aid procedures, are also able to provide 
cardio-pulmonary resuscitation assistance. 

The Metropolitan Toronto Police, Toronto Harbour 
Police and the Fire Department each have boats avail- 
able for transportation to the mainland in case of 
emergency. According to Island resident Bruce Weber, 
the only means of emergency transportation for resi- 
dents in the severest winter conditions would be by 
the Fire Department's boat or by helicopter (although 
he does not personally know of the use of helicopters 
on the Island in the past). However, Elizabeth 
Amer, also an Island resident, testified that she was 
aware Of the availability of a helicopter from the 
Ontario. Provincial Police to transport an Island resi- 
dent in need from the Island Airport to a hospital on 


the mainland. 
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Robert Bundy, Commissioner of the Metropolitan Toronto 
Parks and Property Department testified that in the 
event of emergency on the Toronto Islands, there are 
set procedures for the person in charge of the main- 
Land terminal to order the ferry boats back to the 
mainland, communicate with the ambulance services and 
make arrangements to board ambulance personnel for 
transportation to the Islands. In addition, there are 
instructions on how to handle other possible disasters. 
The Toronto Harbour Commissioners also have regulations 
to return the Maple City Ferry to the mainland for 


emergency assistance. 
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Fire Protection 
There is one fire station on the Toronto 
Islands, operated by the City of Toronto Fire 


Department. Once located on Centre Island, it 


was moved in 1963 to the area of Ward's Island 
on Cibola Avenue near the ferry dock. 

Bernard Bonser, Fire Chief for the City, testified that 
the relocation was to provide better protection to the resi- 
dential community at Ward's Island. The Island Fire Station 
serves the entire Toronto Islands, including the Toronto 
Island Airport. 

Station staff is composed of a captain and three 
additional firefighters on duty at all times. The station 
is manned 24 hours-a-day on a year-round basis. There is 
no increase in summer months, even though the visitor 
population swells. Neither is there a decrease in the 
winter months. In the words of Chief Bonser, the manning 
is at a constant level because the "occurrence of fires is 
unpredictable and because of need to have early response 
with no other means of access to the Island by roadway, we 
maintain a staff of four at the Island at all times." 

The equipment kept on the Island consists of one 
pumper and one jeep housed in the fire station. They 
serve as the first response equipment. There is a pre- 
plan Wegespane bs to the homes on Ward's and Algonquin 


with the pumper and jeep. On Ward's Island, however, 


the pumper has only limited access and is brought to 
Channel Avenue where the jeep picks up access to the 
specifico fire location, 

Should second response equipment be necessary, 
the Toronto fire boat, the "William Lyon McKenzie", 
responds with staff and equipment from the mainland. 
Because of the draft of the boat, it has restricted 
access and may or may not be able to assist. John 
Hess, Supervisor, Fire Protection Unit, Office of 
the Ontario Fire Marshal, gave evidence that the 
response time of the fire boat is a Minimum Of, 50 
minutes. He noted its restricted access to homes 
on Algonquin Island. 

Chief Bonser stated that watermain and hydrant 
pressure checks are constantly conducted on the 
Islands and that they seem to be adequate for their 
purposes. When asked whether the water volume was 
enough to be safe, he replied in the affirmative. 


From the evidence of Anthony Pellegrino of the 


City of Toronto Public Works Department, the Commission 


learned that the Ward's Island watermains are very 


shallow. He testified that, inthe result, the hydrants 


must be permitted to leak all winter so that they do 
not freeze. 

In 1979, there were 73 calls for assistance. 
This included 15 building fires, the remainder being 


rubbish fires and some requests for resuscitation 
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assistance. The total fire loss on the Toronto Islands 
in 1979 was $230,000., the major loss being $200,000. in 
the amusement park. A $13,525. loss figure was given 
for the residential area. 

At my request, Chief Bonser supplied statistical 
data relating to fire losses over the past several years 
in the residential areas of the Islands. These data are 


summarized below: 


NUMBER 
OP FIRES TOTAL LOSS 


1980.(as of 
October) $ TAC. 
v e 
0 
20. 


170 Sp aeo 
390. 
670054 


The cost of fire protection on the Toronto Islands 
in 1979 was approximately $500,000. 

If the community were expanded by doubling it in 
keeping with a proposal by the City of Toronto, the 
Chief indicated that existing manpower and equipment 
could handle fire protecticn at no additional cost. 


If the residential community were removed altogether, 
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he spoke of the possibility that the location of the 
fire station would be changed. On the question of 
costs should the residential community leave, he 
indicated that an in-depth study would have to be 
undertaken to determine what the remaining fire 
protection needs were and where the responsibility 
shoulda lie for responding to them. In respect of 
responsibility, he implied that other levels of 


government might be involved. 


The firehall is shown at its present location 


in the following fmotograph: 


Medical Services 

Dr. George Moss, Medical Officer of Health for 
the City of Toronto gave evidence that his Department 
is involved in providing a number of services to the 
Toronto Islands including health education, health 
promoticn, public health inspection and public health 
nursing. Public health nurses attend regularly at 
the Toponto» Dsland: Schoodw, and, ini addition, visit 
homes to follow up on the health of expectant mothers 
and newborn children. 

A review of vital statistics done by Dr. Moss's 
Department in 1973 indicates that there was generally 
a more favourable level of health on the Islands than 
in the City as a whole. 

It was his information that there is no doctor 
resident on the Islands and that health care is 
generally obtained on the mainland. He felt that a 
community should be at least 2,000 strong to warrant 
a full-time resident physician. Although Dr. Moss 
was unaware of this, there has been a physician 
residing on the Toronto Islands for some years. 

While his practice is not located on the Islands, 
he does assist in prescribing treatment for the 


residents. 
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Several nurses live on the Islands and assist 
in treating the sick and aged. Bruce Weber, a nurse 
who resides on the Toronto Islands, described how the 
elderly know that they can Call” upon the’ Fire’? or 
Police Departments in cases of an emergency to get 
to hospital. There would appear to be an informal 
network of community assistance for the handicapped 
and ill. Mr. Weber described examples of handicapped 
elderly residents receiving help from neighbours. In 
one particular case, Mr. Weber has an emergency alarm 
system with a severely handicapped elderly neighbour 


who can call upon him if there are any serious problems. 
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Police Protection 

The Toronto Islands fall within the 
juULisoaction. ot No. 52.Divasion,of the 
Metropolitan Toronto Police Department. 
There is some overlap of police jurisdi- 


ction with the Toronto Harbour Police 


which patrols the waterways. 

The only police station located on the Islands is a 
cottage-type structure built in 1969. It is approximately 
250 yards east of the Centre Island ferry dock. Equipment 
on site includes one four-wheel-drive vehicle and three 
boats. 

Police staffing is a 24-hour operation. In low 
season, there is a strength of nine constables and one 
sergeant. Generally, there are two constables per shift. 

In high season (May lst to November lst), staff is 
increased by an additional 22 personnel (a marine unit 
comprised of 18 constables and a sergeant, and a mounted 
unit of three constables). On weekends when large crowds 
attend, an additional three or five constables are 
supplied. A high season shift would involve six or seven 
constables during the day and it may run as high as a 
dozen some days. 

In 1979, there were a total of 43 arrests made on 
the Toronto Islands, 25 summonses issued and 258 occur- 
rences reported. In 1980, to the date of his testimony 


(August 27th), Deputy Chief Jack Marks of the Metro- 


politan Toronto Police Department gave details of 


305 occurrences, which are tabulated as follows: 


| 
34 


Common assault 
Lost property 


Found property 


Bicycles lost 


OTAL 305 
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In addition to the above, Deputy Marks told the 
Commission of between 300 and 400 children reported 
lost, but "...they were found, fortunately..." 

In his view, the Toronto Islands have a very 
low crime rate and generally vandalism is lower 
than in other parks. He mentioned one of the 
reasons for this, as he sees it, being the ease 
with which a suspect can be apprehended at the 
ferry dock. 

Police officers assist in medical emergencies 
by providing first aid and in transporting persons 
to the mainland in police boats. When asked about 
demands for service by Island residents, Deputy 
Marks advised that in 1980 (then to date) there 
were ll medical emergency transportations; 33 calls 
for assistance regarding break and enter, theft or 
some type of damage; 30 calls regarding mentally 
ill persons, disorderlies, disputes and stray dogs; 
prae 16 calls for information, 

According to Deputy Marks, there is an excellent 
relationship between the police and the residents: 
feyet QUCES it is because it is sort of like small 
town policing and everybody gets to know everybody." 

It costs between $35,000. and $40,000. a year 
for the Metropolitan Toronto Police Department to 


provide a police officer (including automobile and 


$15 
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other necessary back-up expenses). 

Deputy Marks was unable to say what police services 
might be diminished or unnecessary should the residential 
community not be retained. He indicated that-a studyiot: 
needs and demands for service would have to be done before 
an answer could be given. He Wicaa one factor--whether the 
ferry service was curtailed, especially during winter months 


--that would have to be considered. 


TORONTO ISLAND PUBLIC SCHOOL 


ISLAND OUTDOOR NATURAL SCIENCE SCHOOL 
MONTESSORI SCHOOL 
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Toronto Island Public School 


Toronto's Board of Education opened a one- 


room public day school on Hanlan's Point in 


November, 1888, slightly east of its present 


site, and shown in the photograph below. 


A fire in 1905 destroyed that school and a new one 


was erected at its present location. From time to time, 
additions were built to the one-room schoolhouse as 
enrolment increased. The current school building is 


shown in the photograph on the next page. 


Eid 
Cg Meee 
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In the 1920's and '30s, the student population 
reflected the seasonal nature of Island usage. The 
numbers each year would be high in the spring and early 
fall, but would decline significantly during the winter 
months when fewer people lived on the Island. In the 
1940's, because of the substantial increase in year- 
round residents, student numbers began to reach a peak 
and stayed relatively constant throughout the school 
year. In the 1940's and '50s, enrolment at. the Toronto 
Island School reached well over 400 students and remained 
high until the 1960's. According to a history prepared 
in 1972 by students of the Toronto Island School, in 1954 
the highest number of students was reached, with *567 
pupils enrolled there. 

Dr. Edward McKeown, Acting Director of the Toronto 
Board of Education, testified before the Commission that 
as of September, 1980, there were a total of 95 students 
enrolled in the Toronto Island Public School from Junior 
Kindergarten through Grade 8. Of the 95, 27 or approxi- 
mately 30 per cent are from the mainland. Torcnto Island 
School students periodically use facilities at Ryerson 
Public School and Scadding Court Community Centre for 
swimming and, depending on their level, physical education, 
industrial arts, family studies and music. 

The maximum capacity of the Toronto Island School is 
about 150 students, part of it having been converted to 
suit the purposes of the Island Outdoor Natural Science 


School . 
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Island students attend Secondary School on the mainland. 

The Toronto Board of Education maintains school bus 
services on the Island which are operated by the Metropolitan 
Toronto Parks Department. Approximately $25,000. each year 
is billed to the Toronto Board of Education for bus rental, 
overhead and labour. 

Usual Board of Education policy calls for the Director 
to make a recommendation that a school be closed when enrol- 
ment falls below 100. Toronto Island School has been exempted 
from this policy because it is felt that the programme remains 
satisfactory and there would not be much cost savings if the 
school were closed. 

It has been the position of the Toronto Board of 
Education for the last seven or eight years that the Island 
community should be preserved. On July 31, 1980, the Toronto 
Board of Education adopted a resolution containing a clause 
that "the Board is absolutely opposed tc the destruction of 
the Toronto Island Community”. 

Evidence before this Commission showed that operating 
costs for the school building in 1979 (caretaking, maintenance 
and utilities) were $120,000. Very little of this money 
would be saved by the closing of the Toronto Island School. 
The Board would continue to operate the Island Outdoor 
Natural Science School (on the same premises), even if the 
day school were closed. Dr. McKeown gave an eStimate of a 
Sauna of about $2,500. of the 3120,000." In the event of 
the day school closure, the transportation of Island 


children to the mainland would then be a cost factor. 
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Island Outdoor Natural Science School 

The Island Outdoor Natural Science School was 
established by the Toronto Board of Education in 
1960. It is designed to provide a one-week resi- 
dential experience for mainland school children. 
This programme operates from the first week after 
the opening of school in September until the end 
of July each year. Each Monday during this period, 
two Grade 6 classes (totalling anout 60 to 70 
students) from all parts of the City attend for five 
full days and” four nignts. “Over 3,000 students are 
involved each year. 

This school is used to teach natural sciences, 
outdoor “sports "and “group Living, “Tnere-“ra-omly sone 
other natural science school for the Toronto school 
system. The Island Outdoor Natural Science School 
would be continued regardless of the existence of 
the Toronto Island residential community. 

Facilities are shared with the day school. There 
is “some ‘overlap “Of “staff... “The-principal’, “secretary 
and caretaking staff are common to both schools. Each 
of the schools have separate teaching staffs. 

Transportation for the students of the natural 
science programme to and from the Island is via the 
Metro Parks ferry service, for almost ll months each 
year. 


Some of the activities at the programme are 


depicted in the photograph on the next page. 
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Montessori School 

A Montessori School and Daycare Centre operate as 
a single programme in the Algonquin Island Association 
Clubhouse. It occupies a large southside room permanently 
and the main hall on weekdays from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
The main hall, serving as a classroom, is seen in the photo- 


graph below. 


The programme was established in September, 1975 by 


a group of Island residents and has since operated through- 
out the year with the exception of the months of July and 
August. 

Funds for the renovation of the Clubhouse to bring 


it up to daycare standards were provided by the Ontario 


Ministry of Community and Social Services, and the 


Algonquin Island Association. According to Ray Tomlinson, 
Metropolitan Toronto's Social Services Commissioner, the 
Ontario Government is currently subsidizing approximately 
ten of the children who attend the Montessori Daycare 
Centre. 

Enrolment at the Montessori programme has increased 
over the years and is currently about 45 children. Just 
over two-thirds of them live on the Toronto Islands. There 
are two full-time teachers, two part-time teachers anda 
number who come in once each week. Parents are also 
involved in the operation of the school on a daily basis 
and are expected to volunteer approximately four hours a 
week. Special Montessori equipment has been provided by 
parents of students attending the daycare programme as 
well as through grants by the Ontario Government. 

There is presently a waiting list for admission to 
the daycare programme and school. The fee to attend is 
based on the number of hours the student spends in the 
programme and is approximately $45. per week for full 
Bevearea, (8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). 

The school and daycare operation runs a normal 
academic year - September to June - and overlaps about 
one month at each end during which the use of the Club- 
house is shared with the Westwood Sailing Club. 

No rent is paid by the school. It does, however, 


pay a Share of the costs of the utilities. 
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LEASES, LITIGATION AND LEGAL STATUS 


LEASES 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
ASSIGNMENTS AND APPROVALS 
EXTENSIONS 

TERMINATION 

NOTICES OF TERMINATION 
WRITS OF POSSESSION 
PAYMENT OF REALTY TAXES 
PAYMENT OF "RENT™ 


Leases 

There have been four major residential areas on 
the Toronto Islands over the years: Hanlan's Point, 
Centre Island, Ward's Island and Algonquin Island. 
The residential leases have varied from one area to 
another and, to an extent, these differences have a 
bearing on the present situation. 

A number of sample leases and related documents 
were provided to this Commission by Robert Bundy, 
Commissioner, Parks and Property Department, and by 
James Peat, Director of Financial Services and Deputy 
Treasurer, both of Metropolitan Toronto. Samples were 
furnished embracing each of the four areas mentioned 
and there is no reason to believe that they were not 
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Terms and Conditions 

The sample lease pertaining to property on Hanlan's 
Point is dated October 31, 1953. It covered a period of 
17 years, 3 months, with a termination date of December 
31, 1968. Its predecessor, dated September SU, L930, 
was for 21 years. The lessor in both cases was the Vaicy 
of Toronto. The rent payable under the 1953 lease was 
$100. per year. In addition to rent, the tenant was 
Obligated to pay taxes on the property. The lease also 
required that any building constructed after the Signing of 
the lease be constructed of new materials and be worth 
at least $3,000. 

With respect to Centre Island, the sample lease 
reveals that the property was leased in 1918 for a period 
of 21 years and was renewed in 1938 for a further period 
Of 2l years.” The City of Toronto was the Tessor in both 
of these leases. Under the 1938 lease, the tenant was 
required to pay a yearly rental of $206.25 (computed at 
the rate of $1.65 for each foot of frontage) and the 
realty taxes. The lease also contained building 
requirements to the effect that any dwelling erected after 
the date of the lease had to be worth at least So, CuO. 
and could not be built within 65 feet of the street line. 

Early leases entered into between the CLE wore Orono 
and residents of Ward's Island created yearly tenancies 
at annual rental rates of between $50. and $60. The 


sample Ward's Island lease provided to the Commission 
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is dated October 13, 1938. It established a yearly tenancy 


at a rental rate of $60. per year. There was no 
obligation in this lease that the resident pay taxes. 
According to the testimony of Robert Bundy, Metro 
realized after assuming the residential leases that it 
was in a deficit position regarding Ward's Island, be- 
cause the rent which Metro received was less than the 
property taxes which it had to pay. The Ward's Island 
leases were renegotiated in 1957 and the tenants were 
required to pay taxes in addition to the yearly rental. 
Based on the sample lease, it appears that the annual 


rent was not increased at that time. Unlike the three 


other residential areas, there was no provision in the Ward's 


Island sample setting a minimum value for buildings. 
Sample leases between the Gity of Yororte 

and Algonquin Island residents were for a period of 21 

years running from 1938. The annual rental rate was 

$75. and the tenants were also required to pay 

property taxes. These leases stipulated that, within 

one year, the tenant had either to build a new 


cottage or move in an existing cottage from Hanlan's 


Point. It was also necessary that the cottage be placed 


in the centre of the lot and be worth at least Si oO 
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Assignments and Approvals 


None of the leases in any of the four residential 
areas permitted unlimited assignment or subletting. 
Generally, they allowed assigning or subletting only 
with the consent of the lessor, either the Gut yoior 
Metro. 

Metro restricted the right to assign or sublet 
even, further in, some*of its leases of property on 
Ward's and Algonquin. 

For example, a Ward's Island lease of November 
12, 1957, prohibited the tenant from subletting 
more than twice within five years. A lease extension 
in 1970 included a complete prohibition against any 
assignment or sublease after August 31, 1970. The 
next lease extension, in 1971, relaxed the restriction 
by allowing assignment or subletting with the consent 
of Metro. 

A sample Algonquin Island lease extension, dated 
July 31, 1970, contained a complete prohibition against 
any assignment or sublease after August 31, 1970. 
Subsequent extensions, however, permitted an assignment 
Or sublease with Metro's consent. None of the sample 
documents pertaining to Algonquin Island property 
contain a provision parallel to the "twice within five 


years" restriction found in the Ward's Island example. 


Extensions 

The sample leases for Hanlan's Point and Centre 
Island both permitted the tenant to renew the lease 
for 21 years if he had conformed to all terms and 
conditions and had given 30 days written notice of 
his desire to renew. The City, however, was not 
bound to renew the lease. If the City refused to 
renew, the tenant was entitled to compensation 
equal to the value of the structures on the property 
at that times 

No provision for renewal appears in sany.-of. the 
sample Ward's Island leases. In contrast, the early 
leases for property on Algonquin Island provided for 
an extension of up to 10 years, if the land was not 
required by the City. Subsequent Algonquin Island 
leases did not include a renewal provision. 

The sample leases indicate that by the 1970's 
Metro had begun to use a document entitled "Agreement 
Extending Lease" for the Ward's and Algonguin pro- 
perties. The extensions were of relatively short 
duration. The final extensions made on July 28 peel Dik 
were for one year from September l, 1.971.,4-andibhen 
from year to year unless terminated on 90 days' written 


notice. 


In 1969, Metro Council decided on rental rates of 
$150. per year for each of the Ward's properties and 
$200. per year for each of the Algonquin Island pro- 
perties. These new rates were included in the lease 
extensions. Another change introduced in the lease 
extensions was that in addition to rent and taxes, the 
tenants were made liable for assessments and changes 
of any kind whatsoever, including business, realty and 
local improvements taxes made at any time during the 
tenancy. 

Subsequent lease extensions were in effect until 


August 31, 1974, when all residential leases expired. 
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Termination 

Demolition of Toronto Islands residences by 
Metropolitan Toronto began in 1957. Removal of 
the buildings commenced with the cottages on 
Hanlan's Point and Centre Island. As was mentioned 
earlier, the Hanlan's Point and Centre Island leases 
entitled the residents to compensation if their 
leases were terminated. 

Robert Bundy advised this Commission that by 
1967, 341 leasehold properties (not all residential) 
had been surrendered for which Metro paid $3,607,862. 
in compensation. In that year, an expropriation 
By-Law was passed to allow Metro to obtain 33 
additional properties. Compensation payments for 
these properties totalled $478,604. 

On December 11, 1973, Metro Council adopted 
the recommendation contained in Report No. 21 of the 
Metro Parks and Recreation Committee that the resi- 
dential leases on Ward's Island and Algonquin Island 
be terminated ”as of “August” 31," 1974, and that the 
Metro Solicitor be authorized and directed to take 


the necessary action to do so. None of the leases 


for either Ward's Island or Algonquin Island property 


ever provided the tenant with a right to compensa~ 


tion if the lease were terminated. 
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Mr. Bundy testified that, according to Metro's 
records, the leaseholds in existence on the Toronto 


Islands on various dates were as follows: 


Walle. Dec. il2; UCL. 
1956 LoI3 1980 


Hanlan's Point 


Algonquin Island 


wince. Metro" s .position, is that. the residential 
leases all expired on August 31, 1974, and no more 
extensions were given, the figures given above for 
October of 1980 must refer to the number of residences 


remaining which previously had held leases. 


Notices of Termination 

On Janvanyus 6 19744 mnoticesnof termination were 
prepared by Metropolitan Toronto requiring possession 
of the residences as of August 31, 1974. These notices, 
together with a covering letter, were sent via 
registered ‘mail by staf iyo Metrocs legal department on 
or about January 30, 1974 to each of the residential 
tenants on Ward's and Algonquin Islands. Three and 
one-half months later, more particularly on May 16, 
19747 séevicesor sthe notices tof termination was also 
effected either personally on the tenants or otherwise 
in accordance with the provisions of The Landlord and 
Tenant Act. 

The residents commenced an action on July 4, 1974 
seeking a declaration that the relevant provisions of 
By-law 220-73 of Metropolitan Toronto (under the 
authority of which Metro purported to terminate the 
residential tenancies) and the actual notices of 
termination were null and void. The trial came on 
before Mr. Justice Osler in April of 1975. On April 
25, 1975, Mr. Justice Osler gave an oral judgment 
concluding that the tenancies would subsist until 
August 31, 1975, and that Metro would be entitled 


to possession as of that date. 
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Subsequently, the residents appealed to the Court 
Of Appeal for Ontario. Metropolitan Toronto cross- 
appealed, still claiming that the tenancies terminated 
on August 31, 1974. The appeal was argued in January 
of 1976 and the unanimous judgment on March 16, 1976 was 
delivered by Mr. Justice Howland (now the Chief Justice 
of Ontario) on behalf of himself, Mr. Justice Evans 
(nowChief Justice of the High Court) and Mr. Justice 
Blair. The Court of Appeal found that the notices of 
termination were ambiguous and lacked the required 
certainty to terminate the residential leases. 
Accordingly, the notices were adjudged to be null and 
VOTO. 

Following the victory of the Islanders in the 
Court Of Appeal, Metropolitan Toronto appealed to the 
Supreme Court of Canada. The appeal was heard in that 
Court on May 9, 1977 before the’ full bench of nine 
judges. The judgment was handed down on June ZAG LOFT. 
A majority of the judges reversed the decision of the 
Court of Appeal and restored the judgment of Mr. Justice 
Osler. In effect, this meant (although it was now 1977) 
that the notices of termination were valid to have 


ended the residential tenancies as of August 31, 1975. 
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Writs of Possession 

The Supreme Court of Canada having ruled that 
Metropolitan Toronto was entitled to possession of 
the residences, Metro took steps with a view to 
obtaining possession of them. 

In July and August of 1977, Metro's Solicitor 
started proceedings under The Landlord and Tenant 
Act seeking orders for writs of possession. The 
applications were dealt with by His Honour Judge 
Ferguson in August and September of 1977. After 
having reserved judgment, His Honour delivered 
written reasons on October 18, 1977 in which he 
found that Metro was entitled to writs of possession. 
By orders dated October 19, 1977 and October 24, LOTT, 
Judge Ferguson ordered that writs of possession be 
issued in respect of each of the residential premises. 

Based upon Judge Ferguson's orders, Metro 
obtained writs of possession regarding six of the 
residences and delivered them to the Sheriff of the 
Judicial Distriaet ofsvonk. 

By notices of appeal dated October’ 28-1977 and 
November 10, 1977, the Toronto Island residents 
appealed from the judgments of His Honour Judge 
Ferguson to the Divisional Court. None of the six 
writs lodged with the Sheriff had yet been enforced. 


On consent, no further writs Of possession were 
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sought pending the result of the appeals in the Divisional 
Court. The argument of the appeal took place before the 
Divisional Court on September 6, 1978. Mr. Justice 
Anderson, writing on his own behalf and on behalf of Mr. 
Justice Pennell and Mr. Justice Cromarty, delivered the 
unanimous judgment of the Divisional Court on October 20, 
1978, upholding the judgments of His Honour Judge Ferguson. 

On October 31, 1978, Metro obtained the remaining 
246 writs of possession. These were not filed with the 
Sheriff at that time. 

Several days later, on November 6, 1978, the Sheriff 
in a form letter returned the original six writs to the 
Metro Solicitor, on the ground that they had expired and 
would require renewal before they could be enforced. On 
the same day, the Metro Solicitor returned those writs to 
the Sheriff, taking the position that the writs had not 
expired. In any event, Metro instructed the Sheriff not 
to enforce the writs but simply to hold them awaiting 
further instructions. 

Later that month, the matter was debated in the 
Legislature. The House, on November 16, 1978, concurred 


in Resolution 27, worded as follows: 


That in the opinion of this House the resi- 
dential portions of Ward’s and Algonquin 
islands now occupied by the Toronto Island 
homes be transferred back to the city of 
Toronto in order that the island residents 
be saved from eviction, and that this be done 
by amending the Municipality of Metropoli- 
tan Toronto Act to that elfect. 
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About one month later, the Minister of Intergovern- 
mental’ Affairs for Ontario madefa statement’ initie 
Legislature. On December 14, 1978, the Honourable Thomas 
L. Wells told the House that the most recent Court decision 
affecting the status of residents on the Toronto Islands 
had brought considerable public attention to the matter. 
He noted that’ there were still Sharply-differing opinions 
and attitudes on the question of whether people should > 
continue’ to reside on the Islands. His remarks referred 
to the suggestion made that the Government, through the 
Legislature, should take action to prevent Metro Council 
from evicting the present residents. Mr. Wells stated 
that it would be so much better if the Government, with 
the support of the Legislature, could serve as a 
mediator rather than arbitrator in this dispute. He 
indicated that several possibilities could be explored, 
but that the key point was that it would take time to 
carry out a reasoned, rational approach to solving the 
Island= dispute: \Tovavoid putting Government: intore 
situation where it would be required to take immediate 
action, Mr. Wells suggested that the writs of possession 
not: be»enforced for a periodwof cvime’ =“sayrsixn montis 
in order that the various alternatives could be explored. 
He told the House that he was sending a letter to the 


Chairman of Metro Council, together with his proposal. 


In fact; the Miniastereaid-wreite: to; the Metro Chairman, 
Mr. Paul Godfrey on the same day, sending the Chairman 
a copy of the text of the statement made to the 
Legislature. In an affidavit’ prepared by the Metro 
Solicitor for the purposes of later court proceedings, 
it was stated that pursuant to the request of the 
Minister, Metro took no further proceedings at that 
time to enforce the writs of possession. A further 
discussion on the Islands residential issue took place 
on October 15, 1979 in the Legislature regarding the 
intentions of Government. 

On October 19, 1979, Mr. Wells made a further 
statement in the House and introduced Bill 153. The 
Minister said that he still believed that decisions 
affecting the future of the people involved should 
not be made in the tense atmosphere imposed by 
imminent evictions. “Henindicated that) herthad, in) recent 
months, met several times with representatives of both 
Metro, Council and" Toronto: City Councg is “He reported 
that despite earnest talks during the preceding few 
months, no agreement had been reached on a solution to 
the problem among the interested parties. Having 
come to the conclusion that the issue had to be resolved 


without any further delay, Mr. Wells tabled Bill 153. 


So 


According to his statement, the Bill would allow the 
then current Island residents to live in peace as long 
as they chose to remain and, over the long term, as 
residents gradually left, it would mean that the 
Island property would revert to Metropolitan Toronto. 
Mr. Wells wrote again to Mr. Godfrey, Metro 
Chairman, on December 19, 1979. In that, letter, the 
Minister advised him that Government would not be 
proceeding with Bill 153 during that Session of the 
Legislature. He told the Chairman of his intention 
to introduce a new bill in essentially the same form 
during the Spring Session and requested that in the 
interval Metro refrain from taking any action to 
enforce the writs of possession. On December 20, 
1979, Mr. Wells reported to the Legislature and 
echoed his advice- in the letter to Mr. Godfrey 
written the day before. 
At its meeting held on February 26 and 27, 
1980, the Council of Metropolitan Toronto passed a 
resolution,that: dif a, billisinitar-to; Bal ba53 oes 
not enacted by the Provincial Legislature and brought 
into force by June 30, 1980, the Metropolitan Solicitor 
be instructed to have the writs of possession enforced 
as soon as possible. That resolution was not rescinded 


nor altered by Council. 
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As promised, the Honourable Thomas L. Wells 
introduced Bill 5 - essentially the same as Bill 153. 
It received its first reading in the Legislature on 
March 13, 1980. Comments of representatives of the 
Opposition parties in the Legislature made on June 
5, 1980 made it clear that Bill 5 would be defeated. 
(It should be herein noted that the Government of 
Ontario was in a minority position.) It being the 
last day before summer adjournment of the House, on 
June 19, 1980, the Minister made a statement in the 
Legislature that Bill 5 would not be called for a 
second reading and that it would remain on the Order 
Paper for consideration during the Fall Session. He 
added that he would be asking Metropolitan Toronto 
not to proceed with the writs of possession and that 
he would propose that Cabinet establish a Commission 
to inquire into the future uses of the residential 
lands: on the Toronto Islands. 

Once again, on June 20, 1980 the Minister wrote 
to Mr. Godfrey, this time appending a copy of his 
statement the day before in the Legislature, and 
advising his intention to recommend the establishment 
of a Commission of Inquiry. Mr. Wells asked that 
Mr. Godfrey suggest the names of two persons who 


would represent Metro on a five-member Commission 


542 


and that, in the interim, Metro not proceed with the 
enforcement of the writs of possession. On the same 
day, /in similar fashion)! Moti Wellemwrote; to Mayor 
John Séwell ‘of the: City. of Poronto;fasking that the 
City suggest the names of two persons who would be 
appointed to the Commission. At its meeting held 

on June 24, 1980, Metropolitan Toronto Council had 
before it the letter: of the Minister, dated June 

20 /°P980.0" The contents: of >thernletrer were: noted 

and filed): but novother action was) taken with tHespecc 
to the request of the Minister. 

In accordance with the resolution passed by 
Metro Council in February, 1980, on July 2, 1980 Metro's 
Solicitor arranged the delivery to the Sheriff of 
the remaining 246 writs of possession with a demand 
that the Sheriff enforce those writs and, in addition, 
the original six writs of possession returned to the 
Sheriff in November, 1978. “Phe: Office ofmener Sher rit ,; 
on the same day, returned all 252 writs of possession 
to the Metro Solicitor with a letter explaining that 
the writs had apparently expired and taking the 
positionwthat beforeathe-Shentftracted;r the rquesticon 
of the validity of the writs should be settled by the 


parties and failing that, by resolution of the Court 
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as between the parties. The Metropolitan Toronto 
Solicitor replied to the Sheriff on July 3, 1980 setting 
forth the legal position taken by Metro and expressing 
that he’ had! no“alternative® but’ to? apply®=-to* the’ Court: to 
require the Sheriff to enforce the writs of possession. 

A further letter was written to the Metropolitan Toronto 
Solicitor wndertmMatelor vuly- 7/72 419809" Ine that letter, 
the position of the Sheriff that the writs remain in force 
for a limited time (one year from the date of judgment or 
order authorizing their issue) was repeated. Itwas added 
in the letter that a legal opinion from the Ministry of 
Attorney General was in accord with that position and that 
the Sheriff would rely on the Courts for a resolution. 

In an affidavit prepared in support of a motion 
requiring the Sheriff to enforce the writs of possession, 
Alexander P. G. Joy, 0.C., Metropolitan Toronto Solicitor, 
deposed that since Judge Ferguson's original orders of 
possession and the writs of possession obtained pursuant 
to them, no new tenancies had been created with any of 
the Island residents nor had any rent been accepted from 
them. He continued by stating that the only monies 
received by Metro from the residents had been a partial 
payment of occupancy monies provided for under The Landlord 
and Tenant Act and this was received on the clear and 
explicit understanding on both sides that the acceptance 


thereof would not be deemed to create any new tenancy. 
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He added that: "The persons presently occupying or residing 
in the said premises are accordingly mere trespassers and 
have been so since at the very latest the judgment of the 
Divisional Court dismissing the Islanders' appeals." 

On July 9, 1980, Metropolitan Toronto applied to the 
Supreme Court of Ontario for a treat eae order requiring 
the Sheriff to enforce the writs of possession. The 
application named only the Sheriff as respondent. Mr. 
Justice O'Driscoll who heard the application was asked by 
Metro for special leave to have the application dealt with 
by a single Judge of the Supreme Court. Otherwise, the 
matter would have been delayed for a number of months to 
be heard in the normal course of events by three Judges 
sitting “as: thesDivisionalscourt. pBeforesheamimgy the 
application by Metro, Mr. Justice O'Driscoll heard an 
application by the Island residents for an order dismissing 
Metro's applicatiom for) failuresto mamevall mecessary 
parties or adjourning it until the Island residents had 
been made parties. Mr. Justice O'Driscoll refused the 
application of the Island residents but, at the same time, 
he made an order adding them as parties and directed that 
they should be represented in the proceedings by Mr. Peter 
Atkinson (the counsel who had represented the residents 
in early court proceedings). His Lordship then proceeded 


to hear argument on the application of Metro to have a 
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single Judge of the Supreme Court determine the validity 
of the writs of possession without having to wait for a 
hearing of the matter by the Divisional Court. He reserved 
his judgment until the following day. 

in the’ moxrningrfot Gully 20).u9807eir. Justice O'Driscoll 
decided that the application of Metro constituted a case of 
urgency and that the delay involved in the matter going to 
the Divisional Court would likely involve a failure of 
justice. Consequently, he decided that he would personally 
hear argument on the merits on July 15, 1980. 

As. scheduled, oniJulyei572-1980)/"Mr.. dustice O'Driscoll 
heard arguments on the merits. At the end of the hearing, 
he meset ved issdecision© “On duly 24/7'1980,-His“Gordship 
delivered written reasons, granting a mandatory order 
directing the Sheriff forthwith to enforce the writs of 
possession. 

The Ministry of the Attorney General for Ontario, 
on July 25, 1980, confirmed that the Sheriff was proceeding 
to enforce the 252 writs of possession and that he would 
be serving notices to vacate on the Island residents 
advising them that he would be taking steps to deliver 
up possession of the residential premises to the Municipality 
of Metropolitan Toronto. On the very same day, Metro Toronto 
turned the writs over to the Office of the Sheriff in the 


cases of all 252 residences. On July 28, the Acting Sheriff, 
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Deputy Sheriff and four other officials attended on the 
Toronto Islands, met with the residents, but did not 
serve eviction notices after the residents requested a 
delay of 24-hours. 

An application seeking leave to appeal to the 
Ontario Court of Appeal was brought on behalf of the 
Toronto Island residents from the decision of Mr. 
Justice:.01.Driiscol ket Opry uliven2905 (O80, shines usStice 
Houlden of the Court of Appeal ruled that their applica- 
tion seeking leave would be heard by the Court of Appeal 
on July 31, 1980. Counsel representing the Acting 
Sheriff at the hearing stated that the Sheriff usually 
waits seven to ten days before processing eviction writs, 
so that there would be no action until the middle of the 
following week in any event. 

When the matter came on before the Court of Appeal 
on July 31, 1980, that Court granted leave to appeal to 
the Toronto Island residents and ordered a stay of 
execution of the writs of possession by the Sheriff. A 
request by Metropolitan Toronto for a special sitting of 
the Court of Appeal in the month of August was refused 
on August! 871980 eby ithe rChief Justice of Ontario. =the 
Chief Justice set September 24, 1980 as the date for the 


hearing of the appeal. 


Commencing on September 24, 1980, the Court of 
Appeal heard argument on the validity of the writs 
of possession. Argument was concluded before the 
five-member panel of Judges on September 25th, and 
judgment was reserved. Just over one month later, 
specifically on October 27, 1980, the Court of 
Appeal released its unanimous judgment finding that 
Mr. J@sticeco'%priscoll was °raght@in=granting othe 
mandatory order directed to the Sheriff. 

The decision of the Court of Appeal was released 
at a time when this Commission was in formal session. 
Mr. Peter Atkinson, counsel for the residents of 
Toronto Islands before the Court of Appeal and before 
this Commission, declared that it was his intention 
to recommend to his clients against seeking leave to 
appeal the decision of the Court of Appeal to the 
Supreme Court of Canada. On November 3, 1980, during 
the course of final submissions to this Commission, 
Mr. Atkinson confirmed that his clients were not 
pursuing the matter any further in the Courts. 

On the last day the Commission sat in formal 
session (November 5, 1980), the final exhibit was 
tendered and marked. It was a "Sheriff's Notice To 
Vacate" received by one of the Island residents by 
mail the previous day. The notice was to the effect 
that by virtue of a writ of possession, the Sheriff 


was commanded to require the recipient to vacate 
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the lands and premises on or before November 17, 1980. 
It added that the recipient should remove goods and 
chattels from the premises before the prescribed date 
and any goods and chattels remaining thereafter would 
be removed by the Sheriff's officers and deposited out- 
Side the property line. 

In the light of this development, a Government 
Bill was introduced in the Legislature by the Honourable 
Thomas L. Wells. Identified as Bill 181, it had its 
first reading on November 13, 1980. The effect of the 
Bill was to stay the execution of the writs of possession 
until July 1, 1981. Second and third readings of the bill 
were given on Friday, November 14, 1980 and it was passed 

Specifically, the interim legislation provides that 
the execution of the writs of possession issued pursuant 
to the orders of His Honour Judge Ferguson, made on 
October 24, 1977 under the authority of The Landlord and 
Tenant Act in respect of premises listed in a Schedule, 
are to be stayed during the period from November 13, 1980 
until July 1, 1981. By Schedule to the Act, each munici- 
pal address involved is listed. During the period of the 
stay, it is provided that no further writs of possession 
are to be issued or executed for the recovery of possession 
by Metropolitan Toronto in respect of any of the premises 


listed. The statute also provides that after July 1, 1981, 
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each writ of possession remains valid and effective 
for the purpose of recovery of possession of the 
premises named in the writ, even though the occupier 
might be a person other than the person named in the 
writ and though no new order has been made for a writ 
of possession or a new writ of possession has been 


issued in respect of the premises. 
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Payment of yRealty Taxes 


Realty taxes on the Toronto Island residential 
properties, based upon an assessment of both land 
and buildings, are payable to the,»City.of Toronto: 

The; Courts, decided that Metros notices) of 
termination were valid for a possession date of 
August 31, 1975, although the judgment of the Supreme 
Court, of Canada, an that ,regard was not renderediuntail 
June, 1977. Some might have thought, therefore, that 
the obligation of the tenant to pay realty taxes had 
come to an end, the lease requiring same having ended. 

Robert Bundy, Metro‘s Parks Commissioner, testified 
that his Department was interested in the payment of 
realty taxes "because as the representative of the owner 
we are called) upon to pay thent rather: than let the 
property be put up on a tax sale which we have done on 
certainly one occasion during my tenure as Commissioner". 
In that particular case threatening letters were received 
from. the: City,end.Metro uléimately: paid: thes sunmor 
91,722.66 tO avoid a tax,sale-and the» risk» of.1osingL tare 
to the, land. | He) also, told-of three: othef. cases, nowlen 
limbo, with respect to which notices were received by him 
from the tax collector. 

These. cases»seem.to’ be: relatively isolated and,.foxn 
the most part, real estate taxes have been looked after 


by or on behalf of the residents. 
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Walter Wilford, Commissioner of Finance and City 
Treasurer, City of Toronto, testified about the Islands 
residential realty tax status. From his evidence on 


the 1980 levy, the following table has been formulated: 

TOTAL LEVY PROPERTIES AVERAGE LEVY 

IN 1980 INVOLVED PER PROPERTY 
$49,824.43 $341.30 


ALGONQUIN $49,615.50 HM Cs) $472.50 
ISLAND 


Mr. Wilford gave his evidence on September 9, 1980 


and furnished the Commission with the payment picture as 
of September 2, 1980. He pointed Omelet, Sto .oe zSUre, 
the final instalment of 1980 taxes was not due until 
September 15, 1980. Nonetheless, in 139 OT. 2 le CASES, 
1980 taxes had been paid in full. (There is a discount 
available for advance payment.) Of the remaining LZ 
units, 67 were on Ward's and 45 on Algonquin. The 
amount outstanding for Ward's was Solow ke wale LOL 
Algonquin $9,319.85, making a totalsunuala Obn022,432.9 7". 
When asked about tax arrears, Mr. Wilford stated 


that no amounts are owing for the year 1977 or earlier. 


Arrears for both 1978 and 1979 with respect to Ward's 
and Algonquin, excluding penalties and interest, produce a 
total. figure -of6:$6.,025,/(as..of September 42 ,.1930).5.4 200 
give the reader a sense of the location and number of pro- 


perties entailed, I present the following table: 


| 1978 ARREARS ARREARS 1979 ARREARS 
PROPERTIES PROPERTIES 
INVOLVED AMOUNT INVOLVED 


Because the final instalment was not yet due when 


the City Treasurer was before the Commission, I requested 
that he supply an updated record at the end of the month 
(September, 1980). He obliged and also furnished further 
follow-up figures as of October 29, 1980. The score as 
it appeared when he gave evidence and on the two subse- 
quent dates, together with the total levy for the three 
years in“question; relating-to-all “of “the ‘Foland resi-— 


dences is presented below: 
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Des 


AMOUNTS OUTSTANDING 
ON DATE SPECIFIED 
TOTAL LEVY SEPTEMBER SEPTEMBER OCTOBER 
2p LISO 30, 1980 272919 8.0 
S$ 89,678. S 516. S 398. S 353. 
Loy Dies fa ge a FS poUD. $ 4,957. $ 4,241. 
1980 $22,433. $19,130. $15,541. 
idesaias ape 


How does the realty tax payment performance of the 


$ 99,440. 


$284,497. 


220,130. 


Islanders rate? Such a measurement would not be meaningful 
in a vacuum and I sought to relate their record to the City 
of Toronto standard. The City Treasurer, at my request, 


furnished certain data which I tabulated as follows: 


PERCENTAGE OF TAX LEVY COLLECTED 


faeeor October 29; 1980) 


TORONTO ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL | CITY OF TORONTO 
1973 99.61% 
Eo79 


955.6 98.24% 


a LS 


84.37% 
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Concerning the clubhouses on Ward's and Algonquin, 
the owner is shown on the rolls as being Metropolitan 
Toronto, with the lessee being the respective Associa- 
tions. Thenl980 stax levy: for the.Ward 's; Island .Club- 
house was $834.32. For the Algonquin Island Clubhouse, 


the taxes were $972.93. Both amcunts were paid. 


Payment o£ “Reni. 


Lease extensions were in effect for Algonquin and 
Ward's until August 31, 1974. .The levels of rent at 
that time were $200. and $150. annually for Algonquin 
and Ward's respectively. 

All contractual obligations having ceased, Metro 
no longer sought to collect. rents beyond August CHby 
1974. 

James Peat, Director of Financial Services ana 
Deputy Treasurer of Metro, testified that PELOLT, ito 
1974 annual rental bills were sent, but none thereafter. 

In the meantime, the houses continued to be 
occupied and litigation with respect to the validity 
of the termination was in progress. To avoid prejudicing 
the legal position of the Metropolitan Corporation during 
the course of the litigation, Metro did not, at first, 
accept any payments from the residents for "rent" beyond 
Angus t, Ol,-o157 4.1 achontly after the end... August.,...1L9.75, 
discussions were held between Metro officials and Peter 
Atkinson, Solicitor for the Residents' Association, 
concerning compensation. 

By letter addressed to the Metropolitan Clerk, 
dated December 8, 1975, Mr. Atkinson wrote, in part, 


as follows: 
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In any event, the Island residents 
have had the use of the said lands 
ror tite “period “August “sly F9y¥4 "te 
AUGUSE SLOTS ang tt Vo ine 
clients' view that it is now appro- 
priate in all the circumstances, 
that last year's rent payment be 
made to the Metropolitan Corporation. 
This payment would be made on the 
express understanding that such pay- 
ment would in no way create any new 
rights on either side and that such 
payment would not affect the position 
taken by the Municipality of Metro- 
politan Toronto that the said leases 
were in fact validly terminated as 
of August 31, 1974. Nor would the 
Said payment in any way affect the 
position taken by the Toronto Island 
residents that the action of the 
Metropolitan Corporation on 

December 11, 1973, was invalid and 
that the notices of termination 
served pursuant to that action are 
null and void. 


A joint report of the Metropolitan Solicitor and the 
Metropolitan Parks Commissioner recited the Metropolitan 
Solicitor's advice that "by the terms of the offer it may 
be accepted without prejudice to the rights of either side 
in the pending litigation and that therefore there is no 
legal objection to such ‘acceptance™> “the two officiate 
gave their opinion that it would be wise to accept the 
offer made through Mr. Atkinson. On February 10, 1976, 
Metro Council approved the receipt from the Islanders of 
what was referred to as "occupation compensation" for 
the period of September 1, 1974 to August 31, 1975. 
Payments were made through Mr. Atkinson. Subsequently, 


Mr. Atkinson advised that the Island residents were 
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desirous of bringing their occupation compensation 
up to date, but that he could not undertake to act 

as collection agent. He suggested that residents 

pay compensation on an individual basis directly to 
Metro in amounts equal to the rent that would have 
been continued to be payable had the leases not. been 
terminated. As Solicitor for the residents, Mr. 
Atkinson gave his undertaking "that the acceptance 

of such rent by Metro will be on a completely without 
prejudice basis and on the express understanding that 
an issue will not be raised on behalf of my clients 
that by the acceptance of ground rent any Form OF 
tenancy has been created or that Metro is in any way 
estopped from asserting that the leases had been 
terminated." 

In a memorar:'dum to Metro's Executive Committee, 
dated March 22, 1978, the Metropolitan Solicitor 
wrote: "In my opinion it would be advisable to accept 
Mr. Atkinson's proposal rather than leave the matter to 
some later date when difficulties of collection might 
arise. The Metropolitan Parks Commissioner has confirmed 
his concurrence with this report." 

By letter dated April 19, 1978 from Metro's Legal 
Department to Mr. Atkinson, it was noted that the 
Metropolitan Treasurer had been advised to accept pay- 


ments in accordance with Council authority provided 
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each payment was accompanied by a properly completed 
and signed Acknowledgment in a form prescribed. It 
was noted also that no monies would be accepted 
attributable to any time past March 31, 1978. 

Mr. Peat testified that his Department has 
continued until the present to accept any monies 
paid by way of “occupation compensation" so long as 
the period to which is is attributed is not later 
than the end of the then preceding month. 

Data concerning payment of this compensation 
was the subject of Mr. Peat's testimony on September 
15%, 980. 

In response to a request, Mr. Peat supplied the 
Commission with an update of compensation payments 
received by Metro one month following the date of 
his testimony. The tables which follow have been built 
from his testimony and certain documents filed as 
exhibits. These tables show the compensation payment 
performance (one each for Algonquin and Ward's) and 
deal with the respective measurement dates of September 


15, PS s0Kand- "October 155°1980% 


a0 


ALGONQUIN ISLAND 
"RENTAL" PAYMENTS 
L974; to: L980 


— 


PAYMENTS MADE 
AG WOPt SEPA vl Sac S80 AS) Ob OOP & ce", 1980 
PERIOD COVERED }| RESIDENCES NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT 


TOTAL GzZ5 


WARD'S ISLAND 
"RENTAL" PAYMENTS 
L974 ‘to 1990 


Cee enn ne 


PAYMENTS MADE 


AS GOP SEPT. 19, 1980 ASTOE POC To eto ol 


PERIOD COVERED | RESIDENCES NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER Peas CNL. 
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Looking at the payment tables as of September 15, 
1980 when Mr. Peat appeared before the Commission, it 
can be seen that for the six years in question on 
Algonquin 261 of 623 possible payments (41.9 per cent) 
had been made. Corresponding figures for Ward's show 
303 of 885 or 34.2 per cent. 

In the one-month interval, percentage of payments 
made on Algonquin rose from 41.9 to 56.3, and on Ward's 
from 34.2 to 44.5. These payments represented the 
equivalent of 90 years of compensation payments on 
Algonquin and 91 on Ward's. It should be noted that 
in respect of many residences, payments covering more 
than one year were made. 

Dollar-wise, according to my calculations, in the 
one-month period in question, Metro accepted $200. times 
90 ($18,000.) on account of Algonquin Island residences, 
and “STS0. tines '9F"on Ward's (S1T3,65U02.) - Gn total, the 
receipts for the month were $31,650. 

Mr. Atkinson, for the Island residents, brought to 
my attention that certain monies were paid subsequent 
to the October 15, 1980 measurement. There was, however, 
a need for finality and no attempt was made to obtain a 
record beyond that date. 

Still outstanding, aside from any payments made after 
October 15, 1980, are 362 payments at $200. each on 
Aigonquin ($72,400.), and 582 payments at $150. each on 


Ward's .($87,300:...)., for a total of 3159-700. 
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Having noted the substantial arrears of payments in 
lieu of rent, I sought out explanations from various Islander 
witnesses. Elizabeth Amer, Co-Chairman of the Toronto Islands 
Residents' Association, told the Commission, in referring to 
the Association, that: "We have not had a coherent policy on 
that. We have left it up to the individuals". The other Co- 
Chairman, Ronald Mazza, in discussing the same question, 
stated that: "The antagonism that exists between the residents 
and Metro runs very deep, and it is, in my own mind, it was a 
difficult decision whether to pay that ground rent or not". 
Peter Cridland, who recently paid an amount of "rent" offered 
a number of explanations of why he had not paid earlier. These 
he expressed to include the absence of bills being sent by 
Metro as it had once done, human nature not to seek out bills 
or amounts owed, the lack of clarity for the payment mechanism, 
and the built-up animosity serving as a disincentive. Mary 
Anderson, also an Island resident testified that she adds the 
money owing for "rent" each year and keeps it in the bank and 
is awaiting a bill from Metro. 

Dealing finally with the Clubhouses, it has already been 
mentioned in this Report that the annual "rental" for the 
Algonguin Island Clubhouse and the Ward's Island Clubhouse 
was $75. and $25. respectively. Records received from 
Metro indicate that in both cases the last payment was applied 
to the year 1974-75. It appears from the evidence, however, 
that the sum of $300. (representing four years of occupation 


compensation) was debited against the account of the Algonquin 
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Island Association on June 20, 1980, in favour of Metro. 
There is no evidence that any payment has been offered 


respecting the Ward's Island Clubhouse for a period beyond 


the 1974-75 year. 


chapter fifteen 


THE RESIDENTS 


POPULATION AND AGE DISTRIBUTION 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE 

YEAR-ROUND AND SEASONAL 

“TENANTS” AND “OWNERS” 

RELATIONS WITH METROPOLITAN TORONTO 


364 


Population and Age Distribution 


The City of Toronto's September, 1973 Report 
entitled "Toronto's Island Park Neighbourhoods" 
documents the 1951 and 1971 censuses as showing 
Island residential population being 2,750 and 640 
respectively. Reflected in the drastic decline is, 
of course, the demolition programme. 

City of Toronto Planning Staff in preparation 
of that Report conducted a social survey of Island 
residents in July, 1973. Information was obtained 
on the age distribution of residents. Questionnaire 
returns were received from only 192 households (of 
254 residences) and contain information on 556 people. 
From this total, 19 individuals clas#ified as “winter 
only" residents were deducted by City staff thereby 
arriving at a count of 537 for ithe reporting households. The 
following table shows age distribution of the 
population of each area according to Planning Staff 


figures: 
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The table above is inserted for information purposes 
only. It and other tables contained in the 1973 Report 
appear to be incomplete in many respects. Furthermore, 
the data in those tables are dated by seven years. I 
wanted to know the picture as it was at the time of the 


Poyrry’. 


A survey, prepared by two Island residents, Penny 
Lawler and Peter Dean, during the week of October 5, 
1980 on behalf of the Island residents, was introduced 
in evidence at this Inquiry.- According to Miss Lawler, 
she has conducted psychological and social research 
in the past 13 years and her co-author, Mr. Dean, has 
a Ph.D. in psychology and has also been involved in 
research. While there are 252 houses on the Islands 
(105 on Algonquin and 147 on Ward's), two are now in 
Metro's possession leaving a total of 250 of which two 
others are vacant and are not included in the survey 
data. The survey method entailed nine Island residents 
who interviewed a member of each household in person 
or by telephone. In 22 cases, the occupants could not 


be reached; and in Ms. Lawler's WOrdS, ~s. informations: oom 
these households was provided by neighbours or friends, if 
they “felt -conitdent of the facts" “Only partial date 
were available in five situations. 
The 1980 Island Residents' Survey found 623 people to 
be resident on the Toronto Islands: 279 on Algonquin 
and 339. 1On Wand. ec. 
Arthur Thompson, Regional Assessment Commissioner for 
the Ministry of Revenue, testified about Assessment Roll 
and Census data collected annually by his Ministry. 


At the time of his testimony, the 1980 census had not yet 


been completed. However, he agreed to provide the 
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Commission with the particulars of ages of Island 
residents to be taken from the 1980 enumeration once 
it was available. Those data were forward to the 
Commission subsequently and indicate that the total 
number of residents on the Islands is 602, with 
information on age available in all but six cases. 
The population figures and age distribution 
figures as collected by the Ministry of 
Revenue and by the Island residents, both in 1980, 


are compared below: 


POPULATION AND AGE DISTRIBUTION 
1980 SURVEYS 


MINISTRY OF REVENUE CENSUS 


AGE ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
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The two 1980 surveys show a discrepancy in the 
total number of residents on the Islands. The Island 
Residents’ Survey found a total of 623 residents 
occupying Island dwellings on a year-round, summer or 
other than summer basis. The Ministry of Revenue's 
total.-is’ 602°°" Pt is Gilricuwit to*expiain-tneveit erence 
in the figures, given that the surveys were done within 
One month of each other. 

Generally, variations between the two 1980 surveys 
are relatively small and do tend to demonstrate similar 
distribution of ages. I find that the age distribution 
figures listed by the Ontario Ministry of Revenue, an 
independent body, tend to corroborate the Island Residents’ 
Survey in that regard. There is but only a 3.37 per cent 
differential between the 602 and 623 population totals. 
Nothing of significance could fairly turn on this difference 
and, for purposes of more detailed analyses of the residents 
which appear later in this Report, I am prepared to accept 
the 623 figure. 

The Island Residents' Survey provides a further 
analysis of residents by adult and children categories, 
showing that 74 per cent of the Island population is 
18 years of age or over, and conversely, 26 per cent is 


under 18. 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
ADULTS AND CHILDREN 


ALGONQUIN WARD'S 


Adults (18 or over) 213 (473) 245.(53%) 458(743) 
children (under 18) 69 (423) 96 (583) 165 (26%) 
282 (453%) 341(55%) 623 (100%) 


Of the total population, it can be seen from the table 


immediately above that 282 or 45 per cent reside on Algonquin 


Island and 341 or 55 per cent on Ward's. 


An age categorization of "Lifetime Residents", defined 


by Ms. Lawler as "both summer and year-round residents, who 
had lived either their entire life or since early childhood, 
that is before five years of age, on the Island..." is 


tabulated as follows: 
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1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS’ SURVEY 
AGHCDISTRIBUTIONSOER 
LONG-TERM ADULT RESIDENTS 


I thought that it would be useful for the purposes 
of this Commission to determine the average density of 
residents per house and the range of numbers involved. 
These data were supplied through an exhibit tendered by 
Mr. Peter Atkinson, Counsel for the Island residents, 


and they are tabulated as fcllows: 


mal 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS BY HOUSEHOLD 


NUMBER OF 
RESIDENTS PER 
HOUSEHOLD ALGONQUIN 


PER CENT 


WARD'S TOTAL OF TOTAL 
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TOTAL 104 150 101 


The table above shows 254 households, whereas 250 


has been the Island residents' base figure. An inflated 
total of 254 was arrived at by the inclusion of two 
households for each address where the occupation is 
seasonally staggered and the exclusion of one where no 
figure was available. 

As can be seen from the table, there is one 
residence on each of the the Islands which is unoccupied. 
In those dwellings where there are occupants, there are 
anywhere from one to 1l residents. In the case of 61 of 
254 (approximately 24 per cent), there is only one 


occupant in each. 
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Dependent Children 

The 1980 Island Residents’ Survey includes an 
analysis of the number of "year-round" households 
which have dependent children (under 18) living at 
home." In..96, (29 per rcenty. OF the: 2 22™ivear— Lounge 
households, there are dependent children. The 


following information is compiled from that survey: 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS’ SURVEY 
"YEAR-ROUND" HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


PER CENT OF TOTAL 
"YEAR-ROUND" 
HOUSEHCLDS 


According to other data supplied by the Island 
residents, in these 86 households there are a total of 
134 children, 65 on Algonquin and 69 on Ward's. Those 
data show an additional 31 children, not reflected in 
the dependent-children household statistics, who live 
in homes on the Island in the summer months only (defined 
by the residents as "anyone whose principal residence 
is off the Island and lives on the Island only during 


the summer months and perhaps late spring and early fall.") 
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Christina Gay and Martin ter Woort, in a submission 

on behalf of the "Summer Islanders", write that 1l 

of the 25 families involved have "school-age" children. 
Of the total number of residents ("year-round 

and summer-only"), 165 were under 18 years of age at 

the time of the 1980 residents' survey. The Ministry 

of Revenue's 1980 census shows 152 in that category 

of a total of 602. Therefore, depending upon the 

survey, minors comprise’='25: per cent or 26 per’ cent 


of the total population. 
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Length of Residence 

The 1980 Island Residents' Survey contains statistics 
on the length of residence on the Islands for occupants 
of 244 homes. Each household is categorized according 
to the number of years the longest residing household 
member has lived on the Islands, but not necessarily in 
that particular house. From the testimony of certain 
Island residents, it seems that it is mot uncommon for 
Islanders to move from house to house within the community. 
Furthermore, some residents had previously resided on 
Centre Island or Hanlan's Point and later moved to Ward's 
or Algonguin. It is the cumulative period of time spent 
on the Islands that is the subject matter of the following 


table: 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
YEARS ON THE ISLANDS BY HOUSEHOLD 


YEARS ON ALGONQUIN ISLAND | WARD'S ISLAND TOTAL 
ISLANDS HOUSEHOLDS | | HOUSEHOLDS | % 
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The above table indicates that 41 per cent of the 
households on the Islands combined have occupants who 
have resided on the Islands for over 20 years. 
Approximately 64 per cent of the households have 
occupants who have resided on the Islands in excess of 
10 years. From the figures supplied, length of 
residence in a particular house cannot be determined. 

In the written submission received on behalf of 
"Summer Islanders", wherein they refer to themselves as 
"Dbermanent but less than full-time islanders") cashastooft 
the number of years of residence for occupants of 25 
households is contained. The figures furnished to the 
Commission have been categorized and placed in the table 


that tollowsis 


"SUMMER ISLANDERS" 
YEARS ON ISLANDS BY HOUSEHOLDS 


ISLAND ALGONQUIN WARD'S TOTAL 
TOTAL a 22 25 


A comparison of the table immediately above with 
the 1980 Island Residents' Survey of all residences 
suggests that while 87 households on Ward's Island 
have a 10-year plus Island occupant, in the case of 
22 (slightly in excess of 25 per cent) of these 
households, the current occupants are not living there 
year-round. Accordingly, taking into account the number 
of households on both Islands that are occupied by 
non-year-round residents, the percentage of residences: 
with 10-year plus occupants is reduced from 64 per cent 
to, 55 pertcents 

Metropolitan Toronto prepared certain listings 
tendered as exhibits through Robert Bundy, Metro's 
Commissioner of Parks and Property. Those listings 
contain the addresses of all remaining residential 
premises on Ward's and Algonquin, together with the 
names Of leaseholders (and names appearing subsequently) 
as Of 1956 (when Metro assumed the Islands from Toronto) ; 
December 31, 1968 (the date upon which all residential 
leases were to expire); December 12, 1973 (the day after 
Metro Council directed that possession of the residences 
be demanded as of August 31, 1974); andsas of the date 
of the 1979 assessment for realty tax purposes. 

Mr. Bundy compared lessee surnames as of December 
31, 1968 with surnames listed as "tenants" on the 1979 


Assessment Roll. 
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The following table has been composed from the data 
supplied by and the evidence of Mr. Bundy, to show to 
what extent the surname of the person listed as "tenant" 
on the 1979 Assessment Roll is identical with the surname 
attached to that address in the past, for the years 1973, 


1968 and 1956 respectively: 


TORONTO ISLANDS ADDRESSES 
1979 ASSESSMENT ROLL "TENANTS" 


SURNAME COMPARISON 


CASES WITH IDENTICAL SURNAME 


ALGONQUIN = TOTAL 
(TOTAL OF 103) (TOTAL OF 250) 


area mae 
a 
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Tt is not possible to compare the statistics in the table 
immediately above with those contained in the 1980 Island 
Residents' Survey, even though both of them count "households" 
or "addresses" as opposed to "heads". The reasons for this 
include that the effective dates of the data gathering are 
approximately one year apart; the time frames of longevity 
by the Islanders do not correspond with the measurement 
dates used in the Metro undertaking; and the criteria applied 


in each of the exercises were not the same. 


378 


Although the 1980 Island Residents" Survey paints 
what appears to be a more favourable picture in terms 
of "years on the Islands", the figures from the Metro 
surname records do not contradict the Islanders' 
findings. For example, the Residents! Survey, according 
to their measurements, saw inter-Island or intra-Island 
mobility as a continuum in terms of longevity, whereas 
the Metro data were restricted to lia particular’ address. 
There may be and are likely a number of other reasons 
why the two surveys do not correspond. 

In the end result, I suppose one of the main 
questions is what approach should be taken on the 


mobility Teature; 


Year-Round and Seasonal 

The Commission had available to it two surveys on 
year-round and seasonal occupancy compiled by Island 
residents some seven years apart. Ina 1973 survey 
included®asl an! appendix) tos the! City’si?forortoe's 
Island Park Neighbourhoods" report, it was shown that 
at that time 197 of 254 households (77.5 per cent) on 
both Islands were occupied by the same people on a 
year-round basis. The 1980 Island Residents’ Survey 
demonstrates that now 222 of 250 households (89 per cent) 
fall into this same category. A comparison is made as 


follows: 


ISLAND RESIDENTS" SURVEYS OF 
YEAR-ROUND & SEASONAL OCCUPATION BY HOUSEHOLDS 


PERIOD OF ALGONQUIN TOTAL 


OCCUPATION 1980 dine \Wes: 1980 ie WR: 1980 


Year- 

round Gbps 197 222 
Mixed 

(staggered 

occupation) 1 18 24 5 
Summer 

only 1 i 32 18 33 19 


TOTAL 105 103 149 147 254 250 
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The table above indicates that in the seven years 
intervening, some 25 additional premises appear in the 
year-round classification, showing a trend to that 
type of occupancy. That trend is supported in» the 
"Summer Islanders"' written submission which includes 
a list of actual names of persons who formerly used 
the Island for "Seasonal purposes". and now have made 
it their place of permanent residence. Their listing 
involves 20 addresses and they state that that may not 
be complete. 

The 1980 Island Residents' Survey shows that 99 
of 103 households (96 per cent) on Algonquin Island are 
occupied by the same individuals on a year-round basis. 
Qn Ward's Island 123 of 147 households (84 per cent) 
fall into the same category. 

With respect to term of occupation on both Islands 
by population rather than by household, the 1980 Island 
Residents' Survey found that 538 of 622 people (86 per 
cent) are year-round occupants. 

According to Penny Lawler, eight occupants of 
five households rent premises on the Islands in non- 
summer months and were, therefore, included in the total 
number of "year-round" residents. She included them in 
that category because the majority of these residents 


live on the Islands in one house for a nine-month period 


and, for the balance cf the year, endeavour to find 
accommodation in another house on the Islands. 

Term of occupancy for 622 Island residents taken 
from the 1980 Island Residents' Survey, showing the 
area and adult-children factors is illustrated in the 


table below: 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
RESIDENTS BY YEAR-ROUND AND SUMMER OCCUPANCY 


TERM OF ALGONQUIN WARD'S 


OCCUPANCY ADULTS CHILDREN TOTAL 
foe pe 


The table shows that there are 84 of 622 (14 per cent) 


who are summer residents. It should be noted that 73 of 


these 84 (87 per cent) reside on Ward's. 
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"Tenants" and "Owners" 

The term "owner" used in the context here describes 
a person who once held the lease from Metro or someone 
who purchased the premises directly or indirectly from 
that person. Consequently, the term "tenant" refers to 
a person who rents the premises in question from the 
individual described as an "owner". The 1980 Island 
Residents' Survey shows that 62 of 250 residences 
(24.8 per cent) are occupied by "tenants" for all or a’ 
part of the year. 

The following table has been compiled from the 
1973 Toronto Island Residents' Association Survey and 
the 1980 Island Residents' Survey to determine whether 
there has been any change in "ownership occupancy" of 


Island premises over the past seven years: 


ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
OCCUPATION BY "OWNERS" AND "TENANTS" 


OCCUPATION 
OF DWELLING 


"Owners" 


only 188 


Staggered: Part- 
"owner", part- 
"tenant" occupied 


“Tenants “ 
only 


Bn analysis of the figures indicates that a marked 
shift has taken place, primarily on Ward's Island, in 
which former "staggered" households have mainly become 
year-round "tenant" residences. While there were 24 of 
254 "staggered" households in 1973, in 1980 there were 
only five. "Owner" only occupied dwellings have 
increased from 185 in 1973 to 188 in 1980. However, 
"tenant" only occupied premises have grown from 45 to 
57. Ten of these are on Ward's. 

The written submission on behalf of "Summer 
Islanders" noted that all their households are "owner" 
occupied. Based upon that information together with 


data obtained from the 1980 Island Residents’ Survey, 


it appears that.19 of the«188 *“ewrer" occupied households 
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are, in fact, occupied by "summer" residents. Accordingly, 


68 per cent of all dwellings are occupied by their "owners" 


on a year-round basis. 


A finding of the 1980 Island Residents' Survey was 


that 62 of 250 households were "tenant"-occupied. Arthur 


Thompson, of the Ontario Ministry of Revenue, testified 
that he reviewed the 1979 Assessment Roll and noted that 
for 71 of 254 properties, assessment notices and tax 
bills were being sent to addresses off the Islands. (In 
167 'cases,..taX.billswereUsent: to Island addresses: the 
remainder were, according to his list, vacant.) Can one 


assume that 71 households are "tenant"-occupied and that 
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tax bills are being sent to "absentee" "landlords"? 
This would mean that only "owners" receive tax bills, 
which may or may not be the case. In addition, 
"summer-only" occupants may have chosen to receive 
their taxXwbilisvate another’ locationy2OTneretcouldsbe 
other variables. ‘Accordingly, little réliance can be 
placed on the Assessment Roll figures for determining 
whether premises are "owner" or "tenant" occupied. 

Sarah Miller; a “tenant? living on Ward's Island, 
testified that she assisted Penny Lawler in the compilation 
of statistics relating to "tenants". She was able to 
acquire information (directly or through neighbours) on 
the types of agreements that "tenants" have with their 
“OWHEEVOCLanadlordsgincd6 ofr2the totabte 2 “cenarne” 
households. Arrangements between "tenants" and "landlords" 
concerning terms of occupancy are classified in the table 


which follows: 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS" SURVEY 
"TENANTS" AGREEMENTS WITH "LANDLORDS" 


Sup eae ALGONQUIN WARD'S TOTAL 


Verbal 34 
Written ened 2 
Unknown 2 16 
TOTAL 25 a7 62 
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Ms. Miller submitted results of the survey 


concerning monthly rental rates paid by "tenants" of 


Island homes to their "landlords": 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
"TENANT" RENTAL RATES 


MONTHLY 


AMOUNT ALGONQUIN WARD'S TOTAL 


pas oe eS". 16 


No rent but 


pays upkeep 


The lowest rental was $70. monthly and the highest, 
$270. According to Ms. Miller, in a couple of situations 
"tenants" are also responsible for occupancy compensation 
or taxes. She added. that "...in most cases,.all tenants 
are responsible for renovations on their houses and J 
don't really know of a case where a landlord pays the 


labour and improvements to the dwelling". 


In the 62 "tenant"-occupied Island dwellings, there 


are 151 residents. Their ace distribution is shown 


below: 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
AGE DISTRIBUTION OF "TENANTS" 


AGE ALGONQUIN WARD'S 
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One-half (31 of 62)of “tenant” householas’ heve 


"dependent" children. The area distribution and parental 


TOTAL 


39 


43 


5 


ipeeh 


factors are summarized in the table which follows: 
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1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
"TENANT" HOUSEHOLDS WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


Single Parent 

Family 10 16 
two Parent 

Family 7 5 


Ms. Miller testified also about the number of years 
that "tenants" have lived on the Islands. A distribution 


for 61 households surveyed is compiled as follows: 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
YEARS ON THE ISLANDS BY "TENANT" HOUSEHOLDS 


YEARS ON ALGONQUIN WARD'S $ OF 61 "TENANT" 
ISLAND ISLAND ISLAND TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 


In Sarah Miller's words: "...a lot of people come to 


the community as tenants and move around and find a house 


where they are comfortable finally. I know from just 
looking through the statistics that a lot of people 
who are currently owners or have come to the Island 
originally as tenants, a lot. of them have lived in 
three or four houses." 

The situation relating to year-round or seasonal 
occupation for "tenant" households, according to the 
1980 Island Residents' Survey, indicates that no tenant 
occupies a dwelling for the summer mcnths only, as 


reflected in the following table: 


1980 ISLAND RESIDENTS' SURVEY 
YEAR-ROUND AND SEASONAL OCCUPATION 
BY "TENANT" HOUSEHOLDS 


ee 


Year-round 


Non-Summer Only 
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Relations with Metropolitan Toronto 


A significant segment of the evidence called on 
behalf of the Island residents focused upon problems 
residents have had with Metropolitan Toronto over the 
years. This evidence, it seems to me, was designed 
to show that there are explanations for the lack of 
repair of homes by Island residents and reasons why, 
should the community be sustained, Metropolitan 
Toronto should not act as the landlord of the 
residents. 

Several residents described the difficulties 
that persons had in transporting building materials 
and other commodities to theIslands because of 
Metropolitan Toronto's refusal to grant transportation 
permits. Correspondence between the Toronto Island 
Residents' Association representatives and the Metro- 
politan Toronto Parks Department reveals difficulties 
in reaching agreement on what materials were acceptable 
for transportation by the use of “orange carts" or on 
vehicles which would require permits to cross aboard 
the Island ferry. 

Some of the Island residents managed to Overcome 
this difficulty by various methods, including the 
creation of the Waral organization which obtained 
permits for the transportation of bulk materials for 
a number of residents and through arrangements made 


with private water taxis to transport building 
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materials. Waral finally discontinued its operations in 
1979 because it could not obtain vehicle permits. 

The question of transportation of building materials 
by ferry remains unsettled. This is reflected in a letter 
from Mayor Sewell to Paul Godfrey, Metro Chairman, dated 
October 9, 1980, requesting arrangements for easy 
transportation of building materials to enable residents 
to replace combustible materials in Island homes. Mr. 
Godfrey's response, dated October 15, 1980, was to the 
effect that a transportation permit was contingent upon 
the issuance of a building permit by the City of Toronto. 

The question of payment of rent or “occupation 
compensation" by residents to Metropolitan Toronto has 
also been a controversial issue. Metropolitan Toronto, 
upon legal advice, would not send out bills for ground 
rent due as in its view the leases had expired and to 
require rental payments might compromise its position 
in obtaining possession of the homes. Ultimately, 
arrangements were made and Metro began accepting monies 
in lieu of rents from the residents, providing certain 
conditions were met. The whole area has been a source 
of friction. An end result can be seen when a 
comparison is made of the payment performance by the 
residents of realty taxes (to the City of Toronto) on 
the one hand, and occupation compensation (to Metro) 


on the other. 
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Another irritant between Island residents and 
the Metropolitan Parks Department revolves around 
the question of bus and ferry movements in winter 
months. The Metropolitan Parks Department has two 
alternate schemes available when the "Ongiara", 

(the ice-breaking ferry), is not able to dock at 
Ward's Island, or is unable to operate altogether. 
Residents have felt that last-minute changes of 
ferry schedules should have been conveyed to them. 
At one point there was communication by a Metro 
Parks employee with Kay Walker, an Island resident, 
who looked after advising other residents of changes 
in schedtulles™by CBs radio 78 fhismcontact Nasi been 
discontinued. Other concerns relating to the number 
of buses used, their departure times in the morning 
and locations of bus stops have been discussed 
between the Metropolitan Parks Department and Island 
residents and seem to have been resolved. An issue 
still outstanding is the use of the "Maple City" 
(Island Airport ferry) which operates only until 
9:30 p.m. in the winter months and which Island 
residents claim to be an unfair burden. Also, 

the "Maple City” has a current passenger size of 40 
people, resulting in residents being left behind. 

The residents claim that the Metropolitan Parks 
Department is unwilling to take any initiative to 


see about working out an improved level of service. 
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A cause of hostility in Island residents against 
Metro has its source in the flooding which occurred 
in 1973. One resident stated it was not a serious 
difficulty and merely a temporary inconvenience. It 
was alleged to’ be; more of: @ political! problem,.as 
Metro would not assist residents in transporting 
sandbags from the south shore of Watdrs to the north 
shore and went so far as to "confiscate" some sand- 
bags received from the Metropolitan Toronto and 
Region Conservation Authority for a couple of days. 
The Metropolitan Parks Department view is that they 
did try to alleviate the problem by providing 
protection to a particular dwelling and by arranging 
for the Harbour Commissioners to divert some 100,000 
cubic’ yards: ofutidl tor the: south shores of Ward vs 
Island. 

The Commission heard evidence from a representative 
of Bell Canada that Bell was unable to do maintenance 
work on Ward's Island because the Metropolitan Toronto 
Parks Department required payment for an easement to 
enable the work to be done. This testimony was heard 
near the end of our formal hearings after’ all witnesses 
from Metro had testified and I am not, therefore, able 


to report Metro's position on’ point. 


bps 
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Demographic Changes 
It was put to this Commission that the population 
of Metropolitan Toronto is not increasing as earlier 
projected. The theory behind this submission is that 
if the population is not growing as was expected, the 
parkland needs are not as great. Commission Counsel, 
accordingly, called evidence on demographic projections. 
Simon Chamberlain, Programme Manager-Research of 
the City of Toronto's, Planning and bDeveloument Department, 
testified on population trends. He stated that population 
projections made in the 1950's for 1980 were "remarkably 
close", but that in the 1960's and 1970's, projections 
were revised upwards through to the end of the century 
and those projections have proven tc be "very over- 
optimistic". During his evidence, a document entitled 
"Toronto in Transition: Demographic Trends in the Toronto 
Region" published in April, 1980 by the Policy and Research 
Division of the City of Toronto Planning and Development 
Department, was filed. The "Toronto Region" is defined as 
comprising Metropolitan Toronto and the surrounding Regional 
Municipalities of Durham, Halton, Peel and York. It is 
stated in that report that conditions governing population 
trends at the regional level have changed considerably 
over the 1970's due to lower birthrates and migration. 
In addition, the available stock of housing determines 
where people will locate and, because of the limited 


growth of housing stock within Metropolitan Toronto, the 
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surrounding regions are now providing for most of the 
excess housing required in the Region. Most of the 
population growth in the surrounding region is a result 
of out-migration from Metro. Current projections suggest 
that the population of the Toronto Region will increase 
from 3.18 million in 1976, to between 3.55 and 3.67 million 
by 1986, and to between 3.87 and 4.30 million by 2001. These 
projections are well below those anticipated by planners 
during the last decade. 

John Bower, Commissioner of the Metropolitan Toronto 
Planning Department, gave evidence about studies relatin 
to population undertaken by his Department. During his 
testimony, a document called "Projections of Population 
and Labour Force for the Metropolitan Region", published 
by the Research Division of the Metropolitan Toronto 
Planning Department in September, 1980, was filed. A 
number of assumptions were used in that report and they 
concerned fertility rates and migration. These assumptions 
were agreed upon by Provincial officials, school boards 
and the City of Toronto. The report suggests that the 
population of Metropolitan Toronto has stabilized and 
will not change significantly over the next two decades. 
It is expected that the population will be between 2 and 
2.3 million by 2001. With respect to the Regional 
Municipalities of Durham, Halton, Peel and York ,etEywas 
felt that the population will continue to grow and, by 


the year 2001, will be somewhere in the range of 1,897,000 


TOTAL POPULATION (MILLIONS) 


Figure 5: TOTAL POPULATION, METROPOLITAN TORONTO AND METROPOLITAN REGION 
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to 1,946,000, as compared with the 1976 population of 
those four Regions which was 1,252,000. Mr. Bower 
confirmed in his testimony that the population of 

the Regional Municipalities surrounding Metro will 
experience "substantial growth". His forecast regarding 
the surrcunding region and the apparent stabilization of 
the population of Metro itself is graphically illustrated 
in the following chart, copied from the Metro document 
entitled "Projections of Population and Labour Force for 


the Metropolitan Region": 
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Better to understand the graph immediately above, 
it should be noted that "Case A" reflects low fertility 
rates and medium net migrants. "Case B" reflects medium 


fertility rates and high net migrants. 
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Housing Situation 

An argument raised in favour of retention of the 
Island homes is that Island residents would have great 
difficulty relocating on the mainland in view of the 
housing situation. Evidence on the cost and availability. 
of accommodation inthe City of Toronto and in the Metro- 
politan Toronto area and environs was heard. 

Testimony was elicited from representatives of the 
City of Toronto Housing Department, more specifically 
from Richard Peddie, Director of that Department's 
Planning Division and Keith Ward, a Project Planner of 
the same Department. A number of documents were filed 
embracing statistics of the City of Toronto's annual 
housing targets and achievements; average rents; vacancy 
rates; and information on "Cityhome", a separate non-profit 
housing corporation which purchases land and property and 
manages it for low and moderate income tenants. AJso filed 
were statistics from the Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation dealing with the "Toronto Census Metropolitan Area". 

ine Mr. Peddie's-view,—the rental..situation.in. thecre, 
of Toronto is "absolutely abysmal" due to two factors. He 
cites these as being that additions to the supply of rental 
housing are “rapidly drying up" and the cost of rental 
accommodation is "rising fairly rapidly". While the actual 
achievements in the creation of housing in the City of 
Toronto for 1979 were greater than the eargete orovene 


there has been a decrease in financing and construction 
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of low income housing. The average rent increase from 
1978 to 1979 for some 50,000 units surveyed by Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation has been approximately 
nine per cent. 

According to Mr. Peddie's evidence, vacancy rates 
for rental accommodation in the City of Toronto have 
been low, hovering around the one per cent mark for the 
last five or six years. From the viewpoint of economists, 
he claims a healthy functioning market would be between 
a three and four per cent vacancy rate. 

Evidence was also heard from Nicholas Kristoffy, 
Director of the Management Planning and Evaluation Branch 
of the Policy Secretariat of the Ontario Ministry of 
Housing. He was able to provide information on the 
greater Metropolitan area. It was his evidence that from 
1978 to 1979, the median rent increase for Metropolitan 
Toronto was 5.9 per cent, with 20 per cent of the premises 
having no increases at all. He told of a decrease in 
rental housing construction caused by to-day's costs and 
interest rates, making private development uneconomical. 
Provincial and Federal Government programmes aimed at the 
construction of new apartment units at reasonable rental 
rates have been in effect to bring rents down to the market 
level. 

Regarding the purchase of a home in Metropolitan 
Toronto and the regions bordering, Mr. Kristoffy stated 


that there is a fairly wide availability. He was asked 


to consider the availability of affordable housing and 
testified that from a 10-year perspective, given the 
rise in incomes and in property prices, houses in 1980 
were only marginally more expensive than they were a 
decade ago. In his view, the question of mortgage 
interest rates has a substantial effect on the afford- 
ability issue. The 10-year perspective was) completed 
at a time when the mortgage interest rate was 12 per 
cent. 

The prospect of obtaining suitable housing accommoda- 
tion for displaced Island residents has been explored by 
the Municipality cf Metropolitan Toronto. According to 
Robert Bundy, Metro's Parks and Property Commissioner, 
the Social Services Department of Metro has a "very large 
stock of senior citizens dwellings" and his Property 
Division at the time he testified had 323 properties. Some 
of these could be set aside for families requiring housing 
assistance. In fact, Mr. Bundy told the Commission he had 
set aside, in June of 1980, 34 properties to house Island 
residents in contemplation of the writs of possession 
being executed, 

The 1980 Annual Report of the City of Toronto Housing 
Department (August, 1980) has a telling title: "Vanishing 
Options: The Impending Rental Crisis in Toronto". The 
two serious problems facing the housing market in Toronto, 
according to that document, are the falling production of 


moderately priced housing of any description and the 
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poor potential for private rental development of any 
form. 

Certain exhibits were filed dealing with policies 
of the Government of Ontario in respect of renovation 
and renewal of existing housing resources. In the 
opening address (June 9, 1980) to the conference known as 
"Ontario Renews: Action For The '80s", the Honourable 
Claude F. Bennett, Minister of Housing, outlined the 
primary objectives that his Ministry would undertake 
to assist individuals, municipalities and industry in 
their renewal efforts. These objectives include: the 
encouragement of housing renovation throughout Ontario; 
the encouragement and assistance of homeowners in up- 
grading their properties to meet local minimum health, 
safety and structural standards; and the support of 
municipal renewal efforts where communities have 
demonstrated a strong commitment and leadership in the 


revitalization of older residential and downtown areas. 
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Energy Considerations 


A factor which may not have been that important 
some 25 years ago but which is clearly an issue today, 
is the concern of energy sources which may be affecting 
tourist trends mow or: -in,-the: future~! “number of 
persons who spoke at the public informal hearings or 
wrote to the Commission by way of informal submissions, 
mentioned this as an argument in favour of developing 
the whole of Toronto Islands as parkland. Various 
witnesses, including representatives from the yacht 
clubs and concessionnaires of the Toronto Islands, 
mentioned the energy issue as something which is or 
will be contributing to more of a "stay-at-home trend" 
for recreation. Frank Wolman, an expert on tourist 
trends, indicated this as a factor in analyzing 
increased use of attractions in the Metropolitan area. 

Peter Victoxn,~an, economistacalled-as-ax witness: on 
behalf of the City of Toronto, testified that the real 
price of gasoline, that is relating the price to income 
in 1980, has not even reached the price paid for gasoline 
in 1950. However, he did mention that while Canada has 
protected its consumers to some extent from world events 
by keeping the Canadian price of oil well below the 
world levels, it is only reasonable to expect in the 
next several decades a price increase in real and 
nominal terms. His view is that even if there is an 


increase in the real price of gasoline, the percentage 


of average income required for a given quantity would 
still not reach the level it was in 1950. In addition, 
his view is that the prospects for increased fuel 
economy in automobiles are such that there will be 
methods to counteract the impact of rising gasoline 
prices. 

Dr. Victor did agree that, despite his analysis 
of the real price of gasoline in 1980, the important 
question is how the public perceives the cost of 
gasoline. The witness was unable to provide the 
Commission with any information on studies done 


relating gasoline costs to tourist trends. 
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Other Attractions 

Evidence of an increasing visitation to waterfront 
parks created by the MTRCA and to the Harbourfront 
Project was before the Commission. 

Frank Wolman, for some time a consultant specializing 
in tourism, testified on statistics compiled by his firm 
on the Metro attractions industry. He is involved in 
receiving monthly records kept for selected attractions 
of such places as the CN Tower, Ontario Science Centre, 
and Harbourfront Project. In comparing the 1979 figures 
with those in 1978, he saw a substantial increase in 
attractions. When looking at the 1980 figures then to 
date, he indicated that the total attendance was up 
once again. He rendered the opinion that because hotel 
occupancy rates have not risen to the same extent, the 
increased usage of attractions would not be attributed 
to out-of-town visitors, but rather to a tendency on the 
part of persons to stay at home and make use of local 
attractions, Mr. Wolman saw inflationary factors, an 
uncertainty about fuel in the United States, the value 
of the Canadian dollar, increased promotional effort on 
the part of local attractions, and increased gasoline 
prices, as the causes for enhanced use of facilities that 


attract people for recreational purposes. 
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Electoral Situation 

Looking at the municipal context, the Toronto Islands 
are situated within Ward 6, one of 11 in the City of 
Toronto. The City of Toronto iS an area municipal component 
of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, the other 
members being the City of North York and the Boroughs of 
East York, Etobicoke, Scarborough and York. 

At the Provincial level, the Toronto Islands are part 
of the constituency of St. Andrew-St. Patrick. In the 
Federal sphere, the riding of Rosedale embraces the Toronto 
Islands. 

Most of the elected representatives having the Toronto 
Islands within their constituencies made oral representations 
to the Commission at its informal hearings. 

Municipally, submissions were made by then Mayor John 
Sewell of the City of Toronto and by his successor-to-be, 

Art Eggleton. Of the two Aldermen representing Ward 6 at 
the time of the hearings, the Commission heard from one, 
namely Allan Sparrow. Alderman Dan Heap did not participate. 
Each ward has two elected trustees to the Board of Education. 
Trustees Joan Doiron and Bob Spencer, both representing Ward 
6, made a joint presentation. 

Aside from then Mayor Sewell, now Mayor Eggleton and 
former Alderman Sparrow, all at the time members of Metro- 
politan Toronto Council, the only other member of Metro 
Council to make a submission was former Controller and 


Deputy Mayor of the City of North York, Barbara Greene. 
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Provincially and Federally speaking, submissions 
were made respectively by David Crombie, Member of 
Parliament for Rosedale, and by the Honourable Larry 
Grossman, Member of Provincial Parliament for St. Andrew- 
St .ePatzick, 

It should be noted in passing that all of the 
elected representatives whose constituencies include 
the Toronto Islands and who made oral submissions, were 
supportive of the retention of the Island residential 
community. Going a step further, every elected official 
who made oral submissions to the Commission, no matter 
what his or her constituency#nwas, anrtavour-ofesuch 
retention. The majority of the members of Metro Council 
(at least in the 1979-80 term) supported the conversion 
of the residential community to parkland, but none of 
those voting with the majority made oral submissions. 

An outline of the content of the submissions of 
those officials who do, or who did at the time of the 
hearings, represent the "Islands constituency" is 
warranted here. 

Former Mayor John Sewell appeared before the 
Commission at its inaugural public meeting. Although 
he made no policy submissions, his position was made 
well-known to the Commission through the "Sewell 
Proposal", adopted by Toronto City Council on May 14, 
1980. That proposal, if it were implemented, would 


see not only the sustainment, but also the improvement 
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and expansion of the Toronto Islands residential community. 
Now-Mayor Art Eggleton (then Alderman and President of 

City Council) asserted that while the 1955 decision to 

develop the Islands for parks purposes only was perhaps 

right’ for’ that’ year, at was not right’ for~to-day.reein tne 

intervening 25 years, he said, we have seen changes in 

attitudes and values, critical shortages of housing develop- 

ment, changes in patterns of recreation life, and the develop- 

ment of many other parks and recreation facilities on the 

waterfront and throughout Metropolitan Toronto. He maintained 

that it would be a mistake to eliminate the community and 

offered the following suggestions: 


1. I would recommend that the 
area of land now occupied 
by residential dwellings 
not be increased beyond its 
current acreage. 


I believe that there is a 
healthy balance between 
residential and park acreage 
on the Islands, and that 
balance should not be altered. 


2. I believe that the natural 
character of the Islands 
should be maintained, and 
that no further development 
in park areas should be 
pursued. As well, the 
character of the development 
in existing residential areas 
Should be closely scrutinized 
to ensure a blending with the 
natural surroundings. 
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3. I would like to see the main 
criterion for residing on the 
Islands being that of 'year- 
TOUNG Gccupancy., 1. co not 
see the Islands becoming a 
fancy area of expensive summer 
homes limited to people of one 
income level or social group. 


A. The fi eSt priority Cor any re~ 
development of housing on the 
Islands should be that of a 
mix of housing opportunities. 
The community should contain 
private housing, public housing, 
and co-operative housing to 
allow the continuance, and the 
encouragement, of a vibrant 
neighbourhood. 


5. In terms of any redevelopment 
which might occur on the Islands, 
the long-time residents should be 
considered first. A minimum of 
two years residency could be the 
Gualitying tactor Or CUL-OLL “DOLnL, 
and any additional available 
housing should be put on the open, 
private market. All redevelopment 
programs should fit into the over- 
all balanced plan for the community. 


6 "in ‘terms of “the £ifth point,’ “ali 
houses on the Islands should be 
inspected to determine their 
conformity to building and health 
standards. Those which can be 
repaired or restored should be 
restored, and others demolished, 
with provisions for replacement 
housing conforming to a balanced 
plan. 


Allan Sparrow, then Ward 6 Alderman, emphasized the 
overwhelming support that he has found in Ward 6 for the 
preservation of the Island community. He spoke of 
constituents who are regular visitors to the Islands and 


value the vitality generated by the community. He offered 


his opinion that the Island community functions as the 
best neighbourhood in the downtown core, despite the 
fact that it has been the most threatened over a pro- 
longed period of time. Mr. Sparrow stated: "It is 
clear to me that it is the safest community in the down-. 
town in respect to personal safety, it is the most 
pollution free, it is the one etedNeucaced where you 
see more co-operative ventures taking place between 
people who live inthe neighbourhood, whether it's child 
care or purchasing food or renovations of homes." He 
believed that Metro's plan to utilize the Islands solely 
for parkland is based on a planning philosophy that has 
been discredited in the last two decades. He maintained 
that urban planners have found that segregating uses to 
specific sections of -adcuty.dees.not sworkcand that using 
areas for multiple purposes is much more successful. 

Joan Doiron and Bob Spencer, the two Ward 6 Trustees 
of the Board of Education for the City of Toronto, expressed 
their strong support for the retention of the Island homes 
because they are in the school community in their downtown 
ward which most ideally serves its children. They maintained 
that the Island community "provides affordable family housing 
in an environment which is virtually ideal for the raising 
of children". They presented the following as some of the 


reasons the Island community is "near-perfect": 


Hil 


Yemthevoostast Aotsirig onsthe 
Island has attracted a 
Significant number of lower 
income parents. 


* Children are free of the 
dangers of auto traffic 
and the attendant air and 
noise pollution which 
threaten other downtown 
children (hundreds of whom 
are injured every year from 
traffic accidents). 


* Island children have immediate 
access to extensive parkland 
with its aquatic and wildlife 
resources. 


* The Island community is crime- 


free - a closely-knit community 
of which children are an integral 
Sreheie gs 


* Island children have the over- 
whelming advantage of parents 
and a school community which 
are directly involved in 
creating an effective learning 
environment - witness the strong 
Home and School Association, the 
weekly publication of "The 
Gibraltar Pointer", the many well- 

-attended after-school and night 
school programmes, etc. 


The Honourable Larry Grossman, Member of the 
Legislature for St. Andrew-St. Patrick, stated that he 
hoped that the Commission's role would be to "assess 
all of the issues objectively and on the merits, devoid 
of the personalities involved, and to have provided an 
opportunity to, for the first time, catalogue all the 
facts and all the costs, and make sure that every one 
of us is equitably treated". He argued that the times 


have changed since Metro decided that the Islands should 
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be used solely as parkland and that governmental decisions 
should reflect those changes. 

The community is important according to the Minister, 
simply because "it is another one of those many unique 
neighbourhoods that makes up this great City"; it adds 
some colour and diversity to our City and the Islands in 
particular"; and "it adds a sense of security and warmth 
to the Islands, that simply could not exist if the 
community were not on the Islands".* He suggested that .the 
first stage of the Commission's decision must be whether 
there should be a community or not, and secondly, to 
determine the goal of having a community on the Islands. 
He stated his belief that the goal should be to maintain 
a community with many of the attributes of the existing 
one. 

Mr. Grossman took a turn at refuting two arguments 
made against permitting the Islanders to stay: that it 
would be somehow inequitable to allow people the "special 
privilege" of living on the Toronto Islands; and that it 
would also be inequitable to allow the Islanders (pre-1973 
or post-1973) to stay while other Islanders left voluntarily 


to obey the laws and wishes of Metro. In respect of the 


special privilege question, he wondered how many people do 
want to live on the Toronto Islands and are being denied 
the right to do so. His view is that only a certain type 


of people opt for a lifestyle "that requires a ferry service 


to" get..to. work or; to the. supermarket or, |to» a) corner) store 


and entertainment". He suggested that few Torontonians 
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would want a "cottage-type style of housing, and fewer 

still would want to brave the unsheltered cold and wind 

of mid-winter". While the Minister conceded that some 

would want to exchange their homes and apartments for 

a permanent Island home, to those people he would say 

that the special ‘privilege of the Islanders "is hardly 

more special than that enjoyed by those who live, and 

let's just take some examples, of the Scarborough Bluffs 
with its exciting view, Rosedale, Forest Hill,...Kensington 
... (with) its diversity and uniqueness as a neighbourhood". 
Rhetorically, he asked if it was more a special privilege 

to livesonsthe’ Toronto VIishands -thaniito wbive «in one of /the 
planned communities around Metro, at Erin Mills in 
Mississauga, providing community facilities that are surely 
unequalled in older communities throughout the Metropolitan 
Toronto region. Mr. Grossman said that he took some 
objection to those who say somehow it is owed to those who 
left voluntarily to go ahead and destroy the remaining homes. 
He gave the Allen Expressway as an analogous example. "Surely, 
no one can argue we now owe it to those people to continue to 
destroy homes all the way down to Bloor, simply because those 
people left and had their homes taken away?" The system in 
which we live, he suggested, works on the principle that the 
remuneration paid for the expropriated properties from 
residents restores the inequities to that person. So the 
argument goes that each former resident has been duly 
compensated for his or her property rights and, therefore, 


cannot claim to have been unfairly treated. He would not 
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deny that many of the former residents would prefer to 
have their homes or cottages back, than the money they 
received, but stated that while many laws are drafted 
to seek“equity "they “cannot by delinition; efter teral 
equity. 

David Crombie, MP for Rosedale and himself a former 
Mayor of the City of Toronto, opposes the decision ‘in 
1955 to exclude residential uses on the Toronto Islands 
and opposes any solution by which the community would be 
eliminated over a period of time. He contended that the 
community was socially stable, relatively crime-free and 
one which had "an incredible community spirit which has 
been demonstrated’ as an act of survival for over'20 years”, 
Mr. Crombie stated that history itself is important and 
the mere existence of a community for a length of time 
takes on an importance all by itself. He contended that 
both the planning context and the physical context had 
changed since Metro decided to convert the Islands to 
parkland. Metro's decision was to create a separate use 
forthe Toronto islands and iMr. Crombie Seated cCiey 
planners have come to realize that the City functions 
best by mixed uses, not be separated uses. He maintained 
that there has been a tremendous increase in the amount of 
parkland accessible to Metro residents, making unnecessary 


the conversion of the Islands community to parkland. 


In conclusion, Mr. Crombie suggested to the 
Commission that the most fruitful course to explore 
was "the one which returns the Islands to the place 
where it has always been: four uses, residential, 
recreation, wildlife and park. It served the City 
for at least seven generations and it ought to 


contimuesto, doxso™"s 
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Metropolitan Toronto 


As noted, the Municipality of Metro- 
politan Toronto did not officially partici- 
pate in the proceedings of this Commission. 
Although I had the authority to compel the 
attendance of witnesses, I could not, nor 


would I have wanted to, force Metro to be 


represented. Consequently, every effort 
was made to achieve a balanced perspective. 

Metropolitan Toronto obviously had a position and it was 
vital that it emerge. Susan Himel, Commission Counsel, strived 
to bring out the full and comprehensive picture, with due regard 
to Metro's apparent position. 

The minutes of relevant Metro Council meetings were considered 
and the testimony of senior officials of Metro was heard in order to 
learn and evaluate the position taken by the Metropolitan Corpora- 
tion. Commission Counsel has requested that I make special 
reference to the unrelenting co-operation of two Metro officials 
in particular: Robert Bundy, Commissioner of Parks and Property, 
and Christopher Roberts, the Deputy Parks Commissioner. Each of 
them provided invaluable information of the history of Metro's 
involvement with the Toronto Islands and its plans for the future. 

Metropolitan Toronto, in the past several years, has 
consistently taken the position that the residential areas 
of the Toronto Islands should be converted to parkland. 

This is in keeping with the terms of the legislation under 
which the Islands were passed to Metro in 1956. Metro's 
mandate is clarified by that legislation which provides 


that the land is to be transferred back to the City of 


417 


Toronto if it is not used for parks or recreational 
purposes. 

Over the years, Metro has made a number of attempts 
to evict the Toronto Island residents. Ultimately, on 
the eve of the eviction process, after the Island residents 
had announced that they would go no further in the Courts, 
it was only by an Act of the Ontario Legislature that the 
process was temporarily suspended. 

While it is true that Metro has acted on majority 
decisions of its Council, it is instructive to examine 
just how strong that majority was when the matter was 
last fully debated in Council. 

At what could be described as a marathon meeting 
held on February 26 and 27, 1980, Metro Council had 
before it the following amended resolution introduced 
by John Sewell, then Mayor of the City of Toronto, and 


seconded by Gus Harris, Scarborough Mayor: 


Bis IT RESOLVED: 

(1) That the Mctropoiitan Council agree to transfer 
to the City cf Toronto on or before October 15, 1980, 
for compensation to be agreed upon, Wards Island east 
of Pontiac Avenue, and Alyonquin Island for uses as 
determined by City Council, ensuring public accessi- 
bility to the water’s edges and beaches; 


(2) That the compensation payable by’ the City to 
Metropolitan Voronto be recommended to the Metro- 
politan Ccuncil and to City Council jointly by the 
Metropolitan Chairman and the Mayor of Toronto, 
such compensation to take into account, among other 
things, such matters as the cost incurred by Metropoli- 
tan Toronto in assuming the lands being transferred; 
capital expenditures and costs outstanding; operating 
costs; and if compensation cannot be agreed upon by 
the Metropolitan Chairman and the Mayor of Toronto 
then those individuals report on a process for its deter- 
mination; 


(3) That the Metropolitan Chairman and the Mayor 
of the City of Toronto report back no later than the 
end of June 1980 and officials report contemporaneously 
in. respect of giving effect to the foregoing, and in the 
interim Motropolitan Toronto take no further steps to 
enforce the Writs of Possession; and 


(4) That the Province of Ontario be requested to make 
any necessary amendments to The Municipality of 
Mctropolitan Toronto Act to give effect to the fore- 
going. 

(5) And further, that the City consult with all relevant 
parties including the Metropolitan Toronto and 
Region Conservation Authority, the Metropolitan 
Departinent of Parks and Property, and the Metro- 
politan Department of Social Services, and report 
back no Jater than the end of June, 1980, on a plan 
that among other things: 


(a) protects park amenities; 


(b) accommodates residential uses and discusses 
problems of tenure; 


(c) accommodates senior citizen housing and the 
funding thereof; 


(d) improves hard services. 


As indicated by Minute No. 70 of this meeting, 


Metro Council voted in favour of receiving Mr. Sewell's 


resolution together with the following amendment: 


and that Wl a lBill Similiar sto 
Billi Yi53” [popularly Known “as 
tie. Actr I tT On Blit a 2s. nor 
enacted by the Provincial 
Legislature and brought into 
force by June 30, 1980, that 
the Metropolitan Solicitor be 
instructed to have the Writs 
of Possession enforced as soon 
as possible. 
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The actual vote was split by a margin of 18 to’L15, 
a majority of three. A record of the division of the 
vote by membership according to the area municipality 


represented is as follows: 


AREA ) IN FAVOUR OPPOSED 
MUNICIPALITY |; OF MOTION | TO WMO TLON | ABSENT 
TORONTO | Frederick Beavis | Gordon Cressy | Art Eggleton 
Joseph Piccininni | Ying Hope mrony Ruprecht 
| Anne Johnston 
| June Rowlands 
| | Patrick Sheppard 
Allan Sparrow | 
David White | 
John Sewell 
EAST YORK Alan Redway 
David Johnson 
ETOBICOKE Dennis Flynn 
Morley Kells 
Nora Pownall 
Bruce Sinclair 
William Stockwell 
NORTH YORK Milton Berger Barbara Greene Melvin Lastman 
Irving Chapley Betty Sutherland 
Norman Gardner 
Irving Paisley 
Esther Shiner 
Robert Yuill 
SCARBOROUGH Brian Harrison Gus Harris 
Carol Ruddell Frank Faubert 
Joyce Trimmer 
John Wimbs 
YORK Gayle Christie 


Fergy Brown 
Alan Tonks 


TOTALS 18 $ Re) 4 
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An earlier vote taken at the same meeting dealt with 
an attempt to have the Islands issue referred for the 
appointment of a joint Metro-City committee. Particulars 
of that motion are as follows: 


Mr. Johnson, seconded by Mr. Cressy, moved that the 
foregoing motion by Mr. Sewell, seconded by Mr. 
Harris, be referred to the Metropolitan Chairman and 
the Mayor of the City of Toronto to appoint a joint 
committee of six—-three from Metro and three from the 
City of Toronto, to work with the appropriate staff for 
the determination of specific conditions suitable to the 


Metropolitan Corporation and the City of Toronto, for 
the transfer of portions of Ward's Island and Algonquin 
Island to the City of Toronto, and to include consider- 
ation for: 


— the price of the transfer; 

— on-going charges including ferry service; 

— protection for parks property and facilities; 

— senior citizen housing and/or vacation housing; 
— residential housing; 

— hard services including sewers and water supply, 


the Metropolitan Chairman and the Mayor of the City 
of Toronto to report back no later than June, 1980. 


This motion was defeated by a margin of one, the 
vote beitig 17 against and 16 in favour... Al 1/7 whe 
voted to defeat this motion (joint committee) voted 
in favour of the later motion (eviction if no Provincial 
legislation) which was carried. The swing voter was 
Allan Tonks (York) who voted in favour of both motions. 
What conclusions am I able to draw from these votes? 
I am certainly able to say that the members of Metro 


Council, at least at the time of these votes, were far 


from unanimous in what they were willing to see happen 
to the residential community on the Toronto Islands. 
Both of the votes had significance and they must be 
looked at together. I think one can safely conclude 
that although a small majority voted (failing Provincial 
action) to evict the Islanders, a significant minority 
were willing to support the development of a plan which 
could well have resulted in the continuation of a 
residential use on the Islands. 

I note that the recent municipal elections have 
brought a new Metro Council. At the time of writing, 


the Islands question has not been before it. 
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City ofeToron te 


At the commencement of the case for 
the City of -Toronto, reference was made 
to the City's position by its Counsel, 
Mr. sJohm Rook « 


It =is:sthe position of the Cityagiac. 


there should be a permanent community on 
Ward's and Algonquin Islands and that the present community 
should be preserved. 

The City submits that Ward's and Algonguin Islands should 
be transferred to the City of .-Toronto to be owned by the City 
of Toronto and, subject to further deliberation by the City in 
the future, in general the lands should remain in the public 
domain. 

With reference to zoning of the lands, the City would like 
it to permit residential uses of a type and character compatible 
with the Toronto Islands and, in particular, the park immediately 
adjacent to the present community. 

Next, the City should be permitted to install or improve 
any existing services on the Toronto Islands with particular 
emphasis to be placed upon the installation of a force main 
sewer line on Ward's and Algonquin to be connected to the 
existing sewer system on the parkland, and this should be 
done as soon as practically possible. 

The City is of the view that it should be permitted 
to determine the form and size of the community, subject 


to two broad general constraints. Firstly, whatever the 


425 


form and size of the community, it should be structured 
so as to minimize any adverse impact on the rest of the 
Islands. Secondly, the actual size of the community in 
terms of the numbers of people need not be definitely 
Stated by “this Commission) bie the °crty “urges “that the 
Commission recognize that it has in mind a community of 
a Size at least as big as it ‘is at present and probably 
no more than double its present size. 

Administration of the community, as the City sees 
it, should be under ‘the auspices of the City of Toronto. 
The expenses of operating the community would be borne 
Dy tne CLLy ob Toronto. 

Concerning the form of land tenure, the City seeks 
from this Commission some recommendations in terms of 
broad) -pronciplesy but “4s "not locking for “specific terms 
as to what would be included in, for example, leases that 
would be granted to homeowners. In general terms, the 
City envisages that it would grant ground leases for the 
actual land. The homes would be owned by the occupants 
except in those cases where the City, having gone through 
a planning process, determined that it wanted to own 
some of the houses itself and possibly rent them or, 
alternatively, possibly providing some form of condominium 
ownership or co-operative housing. (Any ownership would be 


restricted to the improvements and exclude the land.) 
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Dealing with profiteering, the City is of the opinion, 
subject to a detailed examination, that this can probably 
be avoided generally in one of two ways. One approach 
would involve some form of co-operative housing project 
wherein the buildings, albeit owned by the occupants, 
would be bought and sold through a housing co-operative. 
The other way would entail a corporation to be managed 
by a body, such as the City of Toronto, much like exists 
at the present where the occupants in selling the Tee ae 
would do so to the City on the basis of a formula which 
would take into account the depreciated replacement cost 
of the building. 

Recognizing the unique character of the Islands, the 
City seeks from this Commission recommendations regarding 
the length of the term of the leases to be granted by the 
City. Having regard to the nature of the services the 
City seeks to install on the Toronto Islands, it wishes 
a long-term lease, "but not in excess of 50 or 60 years". 

There is a question of the precise boundaries of the 
lands the City seeks to have transferred to it. In Mr. 
Rook's opening, he made reference to the inclusion of 
Algonquin Island with the excision of the existing yacht 
club (the QCYC, at the eastern end), and to Ward's Island, 
east of the Algonquin Island Bridge. In doing so, he 
referred to the acreage contained in a specific exhibit. 
That exhibit is a copy of Report No. 26 of the City of 


Toronto Executive Committee, adopted with certain amendments 
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by Toronto*City Council at a spécial meeting held on 

May 14, 1980. The report in question embodies what 

has become known as the "Sewell Proposal" and I examine 
it in. some detail later in ‘this "section. For the moment, 
however, it appears from the plan contained therein and 
reproduced below that the lands the City contemplates 


would be transferred would include some acreage to the 


west of the Algonquin Island Bridge. 


Z ON Moday dsatndaxy OUOIOL JO AID 


PLAN SHOWIN ANDS 10 BE 
TRANSFERRED TO THE CITY 


The plan shows that Toronto City Council was actually 


referring to that part of the Ward's Island area which is 
demarcated by a line at its western limit roughly represent- 
ing the continuation southward of the westerly boundary of 
Algonguin Island. In any event, Mr. Rook stated that the 
area sought by the City "on no account should be larger than 


that". 
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During final submissions, in referring to the 
possibility of his client administering a continued 
residential community on the Islands, Mr. Rook 
submitted that there might be difficulty in respect 
of the .installations»cfisexnvices- if sthe-Gity of Tononte 
leased the land from Metro. As I understood him, the 
difficulty relates to the lessee installing the services 
on the landlord's property. Using a sewage system as 
his example, he said its installation could be 
accomplished by agreement, but in default thereof, 
resort would have to be had to expropriation pursuant 
to subsection 5 of section 336 of The Municipal ACT ae 
have examined that subsection and it provides that a 
municipality that has authority to expropriate land may, 
with the approval of the Ontario Municipal Board, exercise 
this authority in respect of the land of another municipality. 
His concern was that the City could be frustrated if no 
agreement were reached with Metro, as it would have to 
seek approval of the Ontario Municipal Board and even then, 
if successful, would be required to undergo the process 
under The Expropriation Act. He expressed concern about 
the consequent delay. 

Mr. Rook described another reason why the City should 
not be the lessee, but rather the owner, as “the conceptual | 
problem that might arise with respect to what powers exist 
under the terms of the lease". He spoke of a lease in the 


order of. 25 to. 50° years' duration (as opposed 6 ,.say,ea 


99-year lease) carrying with it a situation wherein 
"the lease concept is much more to the fore in the 
minds of the parties". 

Returning to the topic of length of leases to 
be granted by the City, Mr. Rook later said that he 
had no serious quarrel with a suggestion by Mr. Peter 
Atkinson that the minimum term be tied to the expiry 
of the yacht club leases (July 31, 2005). He added 
that the term could easily be in the order of 30 to 
35 years. 

During the course of the formal hearings, Mr. Rook 
advised that it was not the intention of the City, should 
the residential community remain, to seek special levies 
for the installatron of iservices.’ (sin his words: 

LC wHll be snotpantso ithe tCity' siposi tion 

that the services that are required to be 

installed should the community remain, 

could be in any way paid for by the resi- 

dents who live on the Island now or any 

that might be contemplated to move there 

should’ there sbersome. sor trot atnivibing, 

or something of that sort. 

When I say that, I mean in the sense 

that should there be a community on the 

Island in the longer term, the necessary 

infra-structure that would have to be 

installed, including sewers, lighting, 

sidewalks, et cetera, would be well in 

excess of $2 million, and there would 

Simply be no way that the individual 

homeowners on the Island could pay for 

that except over a very, very long 

period of time. 

The "Sewell Proposal" involved the offering of 
$750,000. to Metro as the purchase price for the 


Bransrcer to the City of Toronto of certain lands on 


the Toronto Islands. These lands were described as 
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being comprised of the area of Ward's Island east of Sunfish 
Cut and Algonguin Island (including the lands upon which 
the QCYC is situate). It was stated that any plan was 
tentative until it was finally implemented. The plan was 
designed to meet the following objectives: 
1. To protect sensitive environmental areas 
on the Islands while ensuring maximum 
enjoyment of the environment by visitors 
and residents. 
2. To protect and enhance parkland, and 
recreational facilities for residents 


and wis. tors. 


3. To retain existing houses which are 
capable of being economically renovated. 


4. To make efficient use of hard and soft 
public services such as water, sewage, 
fire, transportation and security. 

5. Where feasible and in keeping with the 
above objectives to provide new housing 
in keeping with the Island setting. 

6. To provide a lodge for the use of both 
Metro residents who may be sponsored by 
social agencies for short vacations, 
the general public on an economic basis, 
and small meetings and conferences. 

Involved in the proposal were 230 additional housing 
units and the construction of a 100-room lodge accommo- 
dating paying overnight visitors and groups of people 
sponsored by social agencies for vacation periods. It 
was contemplated that the housing units would be a 


mixture of private, co-operative and non-profit housing, 


all-on leaseqdiliand: 


In his final submission, Mr. Rook stated that 
the "Sewell Proposal" was brought about to "advance 
the cause" and it was not his position that it was 
the "last word" on what should be done. He added 
that the "Sewell Proposal" is an "acceptable scenario 
but therCcity isinot attempting to convince “you<.~. that 
it has to be the 'Sewell Proposal" or nothing". He 
continued by stating that the first objective of the 
City was to maintain the community in its present form, 
with consideration being given to augmenting the 
residential lands for flexible planning. 

In this connection, reference was made by Mr. Rook 
to a map supplied by his witness Robert Millward, Deputy 
Commissioner, Planning and Development Department, City 
of Toronto. That map appears to me to be drawn from the 
"Sewell Proposal" and simply marks acreages thereon. It 


is reproduced on the following page: 
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PLAN SHOWING POSSIBLE ARRANGEMENT OF HOUSING 


Note: 


Scale 


The map shows four areas of potential additional 
housing in an expanded community, totalling some 17.0 
acres, aside from the proposed lodge site. Asa 
matter of interest, the "Sewell Proposal" actually 
contained a plan showing possible arrangement of 


housing. That plan is shown below: 


Ecch shaded rectangle rearesents tw: dwelling 
units Le the equivcient of a pair of semi- 
detached houses, ecch semi ona Ist 
approximately 20 x SCft 
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Mr. Rook related that the City of Toronto, regarding 
any sustained community, would want flexibility with respect 
to the replanning and relocating of houses should that prove 
necessary and desirable. He conceded that that would not 
require the entire 17.0 acres in Mr. Millward's plan. He 
went so far as to suggest that some of the four marked 
areas comprising the acreage in question be considered for 
the purposes of replanning and relocation. 

In similar manner to the examination of the last 
substantial dealing with the matter by Metro Council, 

I look now to the treatment of the Islands issue by 
TOLrOntorCicty founds LU. 

At the special meeting of City Council which tock 
place on May 14, 1980 to consider the "Sewell Proposal", 
in amended form that plan was adopted by a majority vote, 
the score being 16 to 6. The proposal was then confirmed 
by By-law No. 456-80, passed at the same meeting. Details 
of the recorded vote on the proposal are contained in 


the following table: 
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IN FAVOUR OPPOSED TO 


OF PROPOSAL PROPOSAL ABSENT 


Mayor John Sewell 


David White William Boytchuk | | 


Tony Ruprecht 
Barbara Adams 


Richard Gilbert Joseph Piccininni 


Art Eggleton Tony O'Donohue 


Ying Hope 
Susan Fish 


6 | Allan Sparrow 
Dan Heap 


7) Gordon. Cressy 
Janet Howard 


Frederick Beavis | 

Tom wo LuEtord | 

e. Pat Sheppard Thomas Wardle | | 
| : 

10 Andrew Paton ‘June Rowlands | 


Anne Johnston 


Michael Gee 


TOTAL 16 6 | 1 


Text is continuous. Error in pagination, pages 434 to 
443, 


Tt can be seen that a decisive majority of members 
of Council were in favour not only of preserving the 
residential community on the Islands, but went so far 
as.to.vote forsvirtually doubling sits population, 

There is no indication of the recently installed 


City Council having yet dealt with the Islands matter. 
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At Queen's Park 

On October 19, 1979, the Honourable Thomas 
L. Wells, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
introduced Bill 153 in the Legislature. The 


purpose of the Bill, as described in its 


Ontario 


Explanatory Notes, was "to permit those parts 
of the Toronto Islands now being used for residential purposes 
to continue to be used for such purposes during the lifetime 
of the present occupants". 

Intended as a compromise, the Bill (and its successor: 
Biase oS, <whach had ats first reading on’ March 13, S980) thas 
become known as the "attrition" solution. Mechanically, it 
would amend The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto Act. 
According to subsection 1 of section 210 of ‘that Act, 
the land comprising the Toronto Islands owned by the City 
of Toronto, except the Toronto Island Airport, was vested 
im Me~ropoitanesToronto pasicot Mianvary 1, 2f956:,)) ;terbevused 
for parks purposes. Under subsection 5 of that section, 
if any of the lands vested in Metropolitan Toronto cease 
to be used for parks purposes, then Metropolitan Toronto 
is required to transfer the land back to the City of 


TOLTOoOnlo. 
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The first thing the Bill would have donezas 
repeal subsection 5 of section 210, thereby permitting 
Metropolitan Toronto to retain title to lands on 
Algonquin Island and Ward's Island even though portions — 
of them are used for residential purposes. 

Under the terms of the Bill, Metropolitan Toronto 
would be required to lease to the City of Toronto the lands 
on Algonquin Island and Ward's Island that on October 19, 
1979 (the date of the Bill's introduction) were occupied 
and used for residential purposes. The rent would be at 
market value. 

Within six months of entering into that lease, the 
City would be obliged to reimburse Metro for all sums 
Metro had paid to the City for arrears of taxes and public 
utilities rates, as well as all outstanding arrears of 
rent and occupation rent, with respect to the residential 
units on the Islands. The City would, in turn, have the 
right to recover the sums from the occupants. 

Provision is made in the Bill for renegotiation of 
the rent paid by the City to Metro at five-year intervals. 
Where Metro and the City are unable to agree on quantum, 
it is to be determined by the "adjudicator", to whom 
reference is made later in the Bill. 

All pre-existing relationships, whatever they were, 
would be cancelled. Expression of this arrangement can 


be found in a provision which declares that all leases, 
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including any tenancy agreement within the meaning of 
Part Iv of The Landlord and Tenant Act, * licences of 
occupation and land use permits entered into prion ).&o 
the coming into force of the Act would be confirmed to 
he- void? as of October’ 19 ,11979. 

The Bill then contemplates that the City would 
offer leases. On or before April. 30;,20980;)° an 
occupant of residential premises (as of October 19, 
1979) would apply to the City of Toronto for a lease 
of the lands "on which the occupant resided or in 
respect of which the occupant had a leasehold interest". 
The City would then be required to offer a lease of 
those lands for the life of the occupant on terms 
and conditions upon which the City and the occupant 
would agree. If no such agreement was reached, 
the terms and conditions would be determined by the 
adjudicator. Once a lease was signed, the City would 
be obliged to forward a copy to Metro. 

In cases where the occupant would cease to occupy 
the premises, the lease as between the occupant and 
the City would be deemed to be terminated. Moreover, 
with respect to that particular portion of the lands, 
the lease between Metro and the City would be deemed 
to be terminated and Metro would be authorized to 
remove or demolish any buildings or structures without 
compensation. Where that occurred,no further lease 


would be permissible with respect to the lands in question. 


An occupant would be prohibited from assigning, 
subletting or giving a licence of occupation to anyone. 
Should he or she purport.to do so, it would be void and 
of no effect whatsoever. 

If it were to happen that with respect to a parti- 
cular unit no lease was entered into between the City 
and an occupant *by., June | 30<,; 1980,) the;lease . between 
Metro and the City would be deemed to be at an end as 
it related to that) particular) unit: »Metro would bein 
a position to remove or demolish any buildings on that 
portion of the lands and no further lease could he 
obtained in regard to those lands. 

A duty would be imposed upon the City to give 
notice in writing to Metro immediately upon the termina- 
tion of a lease. Metro would be given an option with respect 
to the use of those lands which find their way back into 
its hands either by no occupant having taken up a lease 
with the City or when such a lease is terminated. The 
Bill would permit Metro to use the lands for park purposes 
or for purposes related to elderly persons. 

Level of municipal services is dealt with in the Bill. 
Both Metro and the City would be required to maintain the 
level of services, including bus and ferry service, existing 
on the day the contemplateé Act came into force. However, 
if a lower level of services prevails in the City of Torontc 


from time to time, that lower level would be allowable. It 
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is expressed in the Bill that neither Metro nor the 
City would be bound to provide municipal services to 
the remaining community at a level higher than that 
existing when the proposed legislation came into 
force. 

Contemplated in the Bill was that Metro would 
not be out-of-pocket as a result of providing any 
municipal services to the continued community. This 
is seen as the responsibility of the City of Toronto. 
The City would be required to pay Metro annually the 
amount for expenditures made or deficits incurred by 
Metro relating to the provision of municipal services, 
including bus and ferry services, by Metro. Amounts 
to be paid would be agreed upon by Metro and the City. 
Failing such an agreement, the adjudicator would make 
the determination. 

Neither Metro nor the City would be required to 
meet housing standards at a level higher than that 
existing the day the projected Act came into force. 

Central to the Bill is the definition of the 


word ~ Gocupanc . An “Occupant. its deritned’ to mean: 
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(a2) a person who on or before the 19th day of October, 1978 
attained the age of majority and who on that day had a 
leasehold interest or claim in land on Algonquin Island 
or Ward’s Island in the City of Toronto under a lease 
which existed on the lst day of January, 1956 or a 
renewal or extension thereof; or 


a person who on or before the 19th day of October, 1979 
attained the age of majority and who on that day was 
ordinarily resident on Algonquin Island or Ward’s 
Island in the City of Toronto. 


_— 
fe 2 
— 


Mention has already been made of an “adjudicator" 
in the.discussionvof, .the. Bill..,.Such.asperson, would ak 
appointed by the Ontario Cabinet and he or she would 
be paid remuneration and expenses by the Province. The 
adjudicator would make decisions in the event of a 
dispute and the decisions would be final and binding: 
The ;Statutory Powers Procedure-Act palo/siwouldengt 
apply to proceedings before the adjudicator. 

In the event of a dispute, the adjudicator would 
be called upon to decide: the terms and conditions of 
the lease between Metro and the City; the levels or 
standards of services to be provided to the residential 
community; the responsibility for the cost of providing 
municipal services to the residential community between 
the City and Metro; the date upon which a property has 
ceased to be occupied; who is an occupant entitled to 
enter into a lease with the City; the terms and 


conditions. of .a lease, between:an occupant sand ;the Gaty, 
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the terms and conditions of leases to be entered into 
with certain Associations (referred to below); and any 
other matter which may be assigned to the adjudicator 
for resolution by the Minister of Intergovernmental™ 
Affairs. 

Finally, the Bill embraced what appeared to be 
the continued use by the residents of the two clubhouses. 
The plan would be for the residents collectively to lease 
these premises directly from Metro. Metro would be 
required to offer to lease to the Algonquin Island Resi- 
dents Association and to the Ward's Island Residents 
Association the lands on Algonquin and Ward's being 
occupied and used by those organizations on October 19, 
1979 for recreational and social purposes. A lease of 
those premises would be subject to terms and conditions 
as Metro and each of the Associations might agree. If 
no agreement were reached, as referred to above, the 
adjudicator would determine the terms and conditions. 

On December 20, 1979, Mr. Wells advised the House 
that the Government would not be going ahead with Bill 
153 in that»Sessiion, but thatein the Spring) Session he 
would introduce a new bill in essentially the same form. 

The Minister did, in fact, introduce a new bill 
in essentially the same form some five months later. 

He tabled Bill 5 and it was given its first reading on 


March 13, 1980. 
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Only two dates are changed in Bill 5 from Bal bakes. 
The deadline date of April 30, 1980 for an occupant to 
apply to the City for a lease was put back to September 
30, 1980. The other date (June 30, 1980) which was the 
cutoff point where no occupant entered into a lease with 
the City and after which that portion of the lands would 
no longer be subject to a lease as between the City and 
Metro, was altered to read December 1, 1980. Otherwise, 
there was no change from Bill 153. Bill 5 preserved the 
occupancy stand ise determination date of October 19, 1979. 

June 19, 1980 was the last day before the Legislature 
was to adjourn for the summer. On that date, Mr. Wells 
told the House that Bill 5 would not be called for second 
reading. He added that it would remain on the Order Paper 
so that it could be considered when the Legislature 
resumed sitting in the fall. 

It is important to note here the posture of Bill 5 
within the context of the entire Legislative Assembly. 
On June 6, 1980, Dr. Stuart Smith placed a "reasoned 
amendment" on the Order Paper that Bill 5 not be read 
a second time when it was to be called. The Liberal 
amendment would have sent Bill 5 back to Government so 
that the principles expressed in a resolution carried 
in a voice vote in November, 1978, be incorporated. The 
resolution in question was to the effect that the 
residential portions of Ward's Island and Algonquin 


Island be transferred back to the City in order that 


the residents be saved from eviction and that this be 
done by amending The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto 
Act. 

As I understand the procedures of the House, once 
a reasoned amendment is offered, the first question voted 
on is whether or not the Bill will be read a second time.. 
If the question is answered in the affirmative, the Bill 
is put to a vote. If answered in the negative, the amend- 
ment 12s puGero -a-vote. 

A reading of Hansard (see particularly June 5, 1980) 
gives me the clear indication that the New Democratic 
Party as well as the Liberals are against the provisions 
Of Bais? =" Both “oppoesttron "parties *woutd “like to *see the 
Toronto Island community remain. They would not be 
Satistica with an attrition approach. **Prhe Government is 


im a Minority “situation. 


Of Vsome “interest is va Private Member's Bill (Bill 40), 


the first reading of which was moved on December 4, 1975. 
That Bill was introduced by the Member of Legislature for 


St. Andrew-St. Patrick, now the Honourable Larry Grossman, 
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Minister “of Industry. ‘and “Tourism for Ontario. Mr. Grossman"s 


Bill, if passed, would have transferred the ownership of 


"Algonquin Island and Ward Island" from Metropolitan Toronto 


tothe City of Toronto. The introduction of Bill 40 came 


at a time which followed the decision of Mr. Justice Osler 


of the Supreme Court of Ontario holding that the residential 


leases would come to an end on August 31, 1975. Some three 
months later (March 16, 1976) the Ontario Court of Appeal 
reversed the judgment of Mr. Justice Osler. 

Actual legislative action was taken in a whirlwind 
manner in mid-November, 1980. On November 13, 1980, 
the Honourable Thomas L. Wells introduced Bill 181. 
It received its second and third readings on November 14, 
1980 and became law. The Toronto Islands Act, 1980 stays 
the execution of the writs of possession until July l, 
1981. In a statement made by the Minister when the bill 
was introduced, he said that the passage of Bill 181 
would allow the residents of the Islands to remain in 


their homes until this Commission reported and a response 


was made to its recommendations. 
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Residents of Toronto Islands 
The position of the residents of 
the Toronto Islands has been taken 
ew mainly from submissions made during 
er the course of the formal hearings by 


Slane! Mr. Peter Atkinson, their Counsel, 


and mostly from his final argument. 
las CART Mr. Atkinson also elicited the 
Tslanders' posture on certain points 
through the testimony of witnesses he called to the stand. 

On the main issue, itwas submitted that the residential 
community on the Toronto Islands should be allowed to remain 
and be accorded the same status as any other community in 
the cCrty-ofaTorentos 

Mr. Atkinson submitted that the Islands should remain 
in public ownership. He said they have been publicly owned 
"Since the beginning" and there is no reason why, on the 
evidence, that should change. 

Island residents are seeking a recommendation that the 
lands presently occupied by the residential community be 
transferred to the City and that the City then become the 
landlord. Elizabeth Amer, Co-Chairman of the Toronto Island 
Residents' Association, in answer to my question, said that 
she believed it would be acceptable if Metropolitan Toronto 
owned the land, leased it to the City of Toronto and the 


City became the landlord of any continued community. 
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The residents of the Islands submitted, through Mr. 
Atkinson, that the area that should be the subject of 


City jurisdiction Ws: the “area “presently occupied by 


the Island community, “including the vacant lots 
between some of the houses, but excluding ... the 
Queen City Yacht Club and areas like that". Mr. 


Atkinson said the residents "don't oppose anything 
in addition to that, that would be fine, but what we 
are requesting ... is the area currently occupied by 
the community". 

When asked about the community's views on the 
proposal of the City of Toronto for an expanded 
community, Ms. Amer said that the main thrust of the 
activities of the Toronto Island Residents' Association 
has been to preserve and maintain and improve the exist- 
ing community. The Association has no objection to the 
City's proposal for*° additional housing, but dtvis not a 
priority of the Association. Mr. Atkinson stated that 
"we do not urge that the residential community be 
expanded". 

With respect to security of tenure, Mr. Atkinson 
Submitted that it should be for a period of "at least 
25 years”. Then he said it would be logical and right 
to have the residential leases expire at the same time 
as those relating to the yacht clubs. (The yacht club 


leases will be due to expire on July 31, 2005.) 


Having regard to payment of rent in any continued 
community, it was submitted that the rents in the past 
have been too low and that the residents "should be 
paying a fair rent and they should be paying their way". 
Mr. Atkinson submitted further that, as a pre-condition 
of any contractual relationship, all back taxes and back 
rent (occupation compensation) be paid. Initially, he 
did not think back payment of occupation compensation 
should be with interest. When I pressed him, however, 
he conceded that fairness would indicate that interest 
be paid. 

The position of the Islanders on the question of 
compensation, should a long-term lease be granted, was 
Succintly put in the evidence of Ms. Amer, who said: 

Compensation has never been 
one Of Our Oobyectives. One 
of the characteristics of 

the relationship between 
Island residents and their 
property is that they regard 
Th ts (va luevrowus pss “as 
shelter and not as invest— 
ment. Any investment that we 
make in the property is an 
investment which we expect to 
recoup in the enjoyment of 
the property as shelter and 
we do not need to have equity 


in that investment. 


With respect to profiteering, Ms. Amer said that it 


is not inthe interests of the residents and not in the 
public interest for the properties to be considered as 


investments and allow profiteering. "Our objective is 


that that should be controlled through some mechanism, 
agreed to between the landlord and the tenant; possibly 
some form of a lease to a non-profit corporation or a 
number of non-profit corporations." On the subject of 
profiteering, Mr. Atkinson said the Islanders recommend 
that,-L£ the, Gity, .of-Toronto , ie dteow;beecme” landiond paut 
should immediately publicly announce a "freeze" on trans- 
actions dealing with Island residences. The City could 
indicate that no recognition would be given to anyone 
acquiring an Island house in the interim period, which 

he described as between the time of this Commission's 
recommendation and the time the City would obtain control 
by way of legislation. Agreeing that this is an area 
fraught with difficulties, Mr. Atkinson stated that ao 
the City did.obtain,control,. it would +ssit.down, hopefully 
with the residents, and work out mechanisms to deal with 


the profiteering question. 


I made reference, when questioning Ms. Amer, to the 
apparent profits being made by absentee "owners". She 
thought that the Association's policy for the future was 
that there should be a non-profit situation and that this 
would probably involve some kind of control in prices and 
for the level of rent charged. 

One of the Association's objectives documented in 
1973 was that: "Tslanders want to retain ownership of 


their houses and the right to sell them". Ms. Amer stated 
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that that objective, together with others, had not 
substantially changed. At the same time, she told 
of a group of residents who formed the Toronto 
Island Residents' Housing Co-operative Inc. The 
function of that corporation was mainly to develop 
policy and to address itself and "ourselves" to the 
question Gf profit ‘control; also; to Sducate Islanders 
about what this meant; and further to deal ina 
practical way with upgrading the houses themselves. 

Mary Anderson, Island resident, testified about 
the "Co-op". She stated that the Toronto Island 
Residents' Housing Co-operative Inc. was incorporated 
on October 18, 1977, but that her involvement dated 
back to the pre-incorporation work beginning in 1973 
or 1974. Membership in the Co-operative, restricted 
to Island residents, was estimated by Ms. Anderson to 
be 75. This number was said to represent 45 or 50 
households. Considering that there are about 250 
households in the community, I make it that only some 
18 to 20 per cent of the households have membership 
participation in the Co-operative. 

The objects for which the Co-operative was 
incorporated are: 

..-to purchase, renovate, lease, 
construct, maintain or increase 


available housing stock on 
Toronto Island. 
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To acquire and deal in long- 
term leases from the Munici- 
pality of Metropolitan Toronto 
OF LUS Assigns. 


To control the prices of homes 
on... Toronto: is Larid-< 


To do any other acts necessary 
to carry out the undertaking of 
the co-operative. 

Ms. Anderson described the Association's plan for its 
Operation, should the community receive some security of 
tenure. She outlined a potential approach which ndutds 
involve a long-term master lease being entered into between 
the landlord, and Co-op with respect: to «the “lands involving 
the houses occupied by the Co-op's members. It was her 
Opinion that a 25-year lease would be appropriate, as it 
would "... allow us to obtain mortgages and to do repairs 
and to convince the gas company and the phone company and 
the hydro to make sure that their equipment is repaired 
and in. cgoodsorder:. 

The Co-op would pay rent to the landlord and, in 
turn, enter into an occupancy agreement with the members 
for their individual properties. Ms. Anderson doubted 
if the Co-op would make a profit on the ground rent, 
but she felt it might be necessary that a certain amount 
be added to pay for administrative costs. 

In order to prevent windfall profits, the Co-operative 
would choose the purchaser and establish an appropriate sale 
price, which would take into consideration home improvements. 


The Co-op has determined the need to separate buyer and 
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seller in order to prevent a "key money" situation from 
arising. Certain other aspects have not yet been 
sufficiently developed. Consideration has been given 
to such matters as when houses are to be appraised; who 
would be responsible for setting prices; and whether an 
appeal process should be available it, confilietrs, arise. 

Ms. Anderson expressed the Co-operative's recommenda- 
tion that all Island residents belong to the Co-op as a 
solution to the potential problem of windfall profits. 

Turning now to another topic, Mr. Atkinson submitted 
that there ought not to be any more summer residents, but 
the present ones should be recognized and protected. 

Ms. Amer said that one of the community's objectives 
is to maintain the current socio-economic mix and stated 
that the residents like the fact that there is a variety 
of people living there - people in all walks Omi fey. and 
they would like to see that maintained. If some mechanism 
such as a non-profit corporation could be found, that 
would formalize that control and she thinks it would allow 
the lower income people to remain on the Islands. 

As I understand it from Mr. Atkinson, the Island 
residents have a position with respect to contests that 
may arise as between what he described as the "sometimes- 
landlord" who wishes to return to the Island residence 
and the "long-term tenant". The "tenant" should have 
the first right of refusal. This is the type of matter 


they see being handled by the City of Toronto if at were 


to administer a continued community. All the while, 
Ms. Amer testified that the community suggests that 
"all existing relationships be recognized", indicating 
that the absentee "owner" might also have an interest 
to be considered. She said that "one of the tasks of 
the working committee of the City and Island residents 
would be to invent a formula which would allow all the 
parties involved to be treated fairly". 

Regarding the question of sanitary sewage, it is 
the Islanders' position that a sewer line to service 
the residences should be installed immediately to 
connect with and where the existing Metro Parks system 
ends at Chippewa Avenue. Costs of this line are seen 
as coming out of the general tax levies of the City of 


Toronto as they do in the rest of the City, with the 


individual resident bearing the costs of the connection 


from the lot line to the residence. 
So far as the question of flooding is concerned, 


Mr. Atkinson took the position that it was a "red 


herring". He submitted that flooding was not considered 


to be a problem by the Island residents. 

Mr. Atkinson submitted that the health and safety 
and building by-laws of the City of Toronto should be 
enforced, but there should be some recognition of the 
fact that the houses on the Islands are different from 
the: houses ins therrest? of? thet City seein this seqasd: 


he suggested that the City of Toronto should consider 
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whether the existing by-laws are proper and necessary 
with respect to the Island residences and, if indicated, 
re-tailor some of the provisions to take into account 
the history of the develcpment of the Island community. 
He added that it is now the policy of the Government of 
Ontario to renew and rehabilitate instead of demolish 
and to give consideration to tailoring building by-laws 
to accommodate that goal. 

Dealing with the concerns expressed about fire 
safety, particularly in the Ward's Island region, Mr. 
Atkinson submitted that this Commission should make a 
strong recommendation that the municipal corporation 
responsible for administering any sustained residential 
community conduct a "very, very careful study". In the 
event that such a study determines that spacing ought to 
be changed or that other remedial steps are indicated, 
action should be immediately taken. 

Dealing with the subject of demolition, Ms. Amer 
stated that "any demolition which took place without the 
proper planning process going on, in which we par bici-> 
pated, would be opposed by the residents. However, if 
there was a planning process and if we were involved in 
it, I could well imagine that the community might concur 
in demolition." Under cross-examination by Susan Himel, 
Commission Counsel, Ms. Amer indicated that the possible 
relocation of some homes on Ward's Island has not been 
discussed by the Association as a question of policy. 


Tt was her stance that both the City of Toronto and the 


residents are committed to that kind of decision through 
the planning process "in which we all participate”. 

The point was repeatedly made that the: residents of 
the Toronto Islands want to be involved in the planning 
process of any continued residential community. 

Mr. Atkinson had an interesting recommendation 
better to ensure compliance with various standards (for 
example, fire and building) and the maintenance of 
control of the entire situation, in the event that a 
retained residential area was turned over to the City 
of Toronto for administration. He alluded to the writs 
of possession currently in the hands of Metro and gave 
his interpretation that the recent Ontario Court of 
Appeal decision meant that these writs are "timeless" 
and that there is no limitation on them. It was his 
suggestion that any legislation embracing a turn-over 
of the lands to the City also transfer Metro's rights 
with respect to the writs of possession to the City. 

He saw such a course of action as a vehicle which 
would enable the City to deal more expeditiously with 
any concerns about “profiteering”. 

Looking at the question of attrition, Elizabeth 
Amer said that the Island community had debated the 
subject at general meetings on four different occasions 
and, in every case, totally rejected any Bill which 
includes an attrition clause. Wanting to know the 
extent to which the community did reject such an 


approach, I asked that the actual minutes of the 
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subject meetings be produced, and they were. 

To appreciate the chronology, it should be remembered 
that the attrition Bill (Bill 153) was introduced on 
October 19, 1979 and its successor (Bill 5) on March 13, 
1980. Particulars of the dates and the motions passed, 
so far as records have been kept, are as follows: 

(1) September 30, 1979: With approximately 209 members 
in attendance, the following motion was passed 
unanimously: 

That the Island Residents direct 
their executive to thank the 
provincial representatives for 
meeting with them, advise them 
that’) thetzcommunaity “finds tthe 
attrition clause tor tthenpror 
vincial proposal unacceptable, 
and express the community's 
desire to continue discussions. 

(2) October 10, 1979: With approximately 200 members in 
attendance, although no record of the vote was taken, 
the following motion was passed (according to the 
memory of those present) "nearly" unanimously: 

We support Mr. Grossman in his 
effort to return the residential 
portion. og: the cds land -tonCity 
control but we vigorously reject 
any proposals which contain an 
attrition sleause. 


(3) April 2, 1980: Wath approximately 200 members in 


attendance, the following motion was passed: 


(4) 


that the community continue to 
encourage the efforts of John 
Sewell, Art Eggleton, the Liberals, 
NDP and Conservatives to preserve 
the community through the transfer 
of Land to the City Of “toronto, 

but to reject any attrition clauses 
that might be any aspect of legis- 
lation involved. 


466 


There is no record of the vote count. Those who 


attended remember that a subsequent vote of 
confidence in the majority position was passed 


with a "near" unanimous vote. 


June 16, 1980: The following motion was passed: 


Whereas: the community would 
welcome a properly constituted 
study of the future of the 
Island Community and 


Whereas: the community has 
three times rejected any bill 
containing an attrition clause, 
including 'Bill Five' and 


Whereas: TIRA is constituted 
to preserve and protect the 
Island community and 'Bill Five’ 
is designed to destroy this 
community by attrition and 


Whereas: "Bill Five' leaves 
very little opportunity to 
organize future political 
action 


Therefore the executive 
unanimously moves for re- 
jection of 'Bill Five' as 
amended according to a 
proposal presented, June 15, 
1980 by Alderman Arthur 
Eggleton. 


The motion was passed by a vote of 183 for and 


against. 
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The reference to the proposal presented by Mr. 
Eggleton apparently had to do with a possible public 
inquiry which the residents wanted, but they ave not 
want it related to an acceptance of Bill 5. 

It was estimated by Ms. Amer, if Bill 5 were passed, 
that in seven to ten years the community would be cut in 
half. She added that: "We simply cannot afford to be 
smaller than we are, we couldn't possibly survive." 

Evidence was led before me about a certain degree 
of mobility of Island residents. For example, when homes 
were demolished at Hanlan's Point and Centre Island, a 
number of the people who had been living in them moved 
to Ward's or Algonquin Island. As well, there have been 
instances where Island families have expanded or dissolved 
and other available homes on the Islands have been taken 
op for the purpose. It was expressed to me that that type 
of mobility would not be allowed under Bill 5. 

Another concern expressed by the Island residents 
was that the economics of an attrition situation would 
probably dictate a reduction in services and that the 
Friction between Metro and the residents would intensify. 

In 1973, the Island community approved a statement 
of "aims", which was appended to the City of Toronto's 
report known as "Toronto's Island Park Neighbourhoods". 


While giving evidence, Ms. Amer was able to say that 


those aims have not substantially changed since that time 


and that no new aims or objectives have been added in any 


formal way. Such being so, I have decided to repeat them 


here, as follows: 


i. 


This should remain a year- 
round community but the 
present small minority of 
summer Islanders should 
have the right to remain 
as such. 


Any "new" Islanders should 
be year-rounders and 
preferably families with 
children. 


Existing ownerships and 
tenancies should be 
officially recognized. 
(A number of transfers 
which have taken place 
Since August 1970 have 
never been formally 
recognized.) 


The rights of present 
tenants should be 
safeguarded. 


No house shall be 
demolished without 
community involvement 
in the decision. 


The community agrees with 

the need for upgraded 

housing standards and should 
be involved in setting these 
standards as has been done 

in the past. At the same 
time, means should be found 
to finance these improvements 
over an extended period for 
those who need it. 


LO. 


ta 
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The Island should continue 

to provide low cost housing; 
speculation in Island pro- 
perties (which would tend to 
destroy the community) should 
be prevented. 


Istanders want to retain 
ownership of their houses 
and the right to sell them. 


No one should own more than 
one Island house. 


Despite the inconveniences, 
the Islands should remain a 
car-free community - in fact 
there should perhaps be even 
more stringent restrictions 
on the use of motor vehicles. 


There should be continued 
public access to Sab Shores 
lines. 
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DO THE PEOPLE DESERVE TO STAY? 

ARE THE HOMES WORTH SAVING? 

IS THE COMMUNITY WORTH PRESERVING? 
COMMUNITY V, PARKLAND 

ATTRITION APPROACH 
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Difficulty of Presentation 

It has not been easy to draft this Chapter. In fact, 
it has been exceedingly difficult. I found myself faced 
with an uncanny combination of complicated issues, competing 
interests, conflicting views, contradictory evidence and 
countervailing thoughts. 

Having wrestled with the problem for some time, I 
decided to follow a particular order of organization and 
progression. It seemed to me that several successive 
stages should be dealt with, each a hareur ni. 

To begin with, I felt that I should place in their 
proper context the meaning of the Court decisions in which 
the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto and the Island 
residents have been involved. The purpose of this was to 
deal with the impression I believe some hold to the effect 
that somehow the position of the Island residents has been 
fully aired in the Courts, and that the Islanders have 
failed in convincing the Courts of the merits of allowing 
them to remain on the Islands. It was also of interest 
to me to ascertain whether or not it could be considered 
that the residents had abused the Court system while 
advancing their cause. 

Next, it was my belief that I should explore the legal 
status of the Islanders. What is their current status? 
Have they broken the law along the way? These considerations 


weighed heavily in my mind. 
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Following that, I decided to embark upon a discourse 
involving the residents as people, the homes as physical 
things, and the community which is an entity unto itself. 

Do the people deserve to stay? Certain considerations 
are pertinent and these include roots, conduct, responsibi- 
lity and certain matters of social philosophy. 

Are the homes worth saving? A number of features 
should be considered. These include their present condition 
and potential for repair; health and safety features; the 
availability of utilities and public works; and the general 
state of the housing market. 

Is the community worth preserving? Various factors 
are of concern in answering this question, such as history, 
planning, self-sufficiency and economic viability. 

Then, I turned to the competing interest. Should the 
lands become parkland? A host of matters are relevant, 
some of which are the nature of the resource, its location 
and accessibility, the existence of other resources, and 
plans for future development. 

My terms of reference ask me to inquire into the 
appropriate future use of certain lands. While I am 
not limited in my recommendations, the historical context 
of the Islands dispute makes it clear to me that the lands 
in question are destined to be used either as a continued 
residential community or as parkland. 

It may be that there is a case to be made for the 


continuation of the community. At the same time, it may 
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be that there is a case to be made for parkland. If 
these two situations co-exist, then one is confronted 
withia, di fiiculit choice. 

As a last measure in this Chapter, I concluded 
that I should examine in some depth the proposed 
attrition approach which has been offered as a 


compromise solution. 
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Court Decisions in Perspective 


Of those who would see the residents quit the 
Islands, there are undoubtedly a number who assert 
that the Courts have said the Islanders must leave. 
Even further, it has been suggested that inter- 
vention by the Provincial Government constitutes 
political interference in the judicial system. Take, 
for example, the contents of a letter written by a 
citizen under date of November 6, 1980 addressed to 
the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs which 
letter, in turn, the Minister passed on to the 
Commission: 

Dear Mr. Wells: 


I am writing to you concerning 

the matter of the Toronto 

Island residents and the attempts 
by your government to interfere 
with the Judicial process. What 
you are proposing is nothing less 
than anarchy. The islanders have 
been allowed due legal process. 
They have appealed to every court 
in the land. Any further attempts 
to delay their eviction is politi- 
cal interference in the Judicial 
system. For that you and your 
fellow cabinet members should be 
ashamed. You have mocked the 
Judiciary and disgraced your- 
selves. 


You have sacrificed one of the 
primary principles of democracy 
on the altar of political 
expediency. Shame on you. 


Yours. truly, 
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The net effect of the Court decisions over the 
years is, it is true, that the residents can and 
must be forced to leave the Islands. But, when one 
examines the arguments before and the judgments of 
the Courts, it can readily be seen that what they 
have held has been based upon technical and legal 
grounds. 

At no time have the Courts, nor should it 
have been expected that they would, dealt with 
the issue of whether or not there should be a resi- 
dential community on the Toronto Islands. Rather 
the questions considered by the Courts have embraced 
mainly such issues as municipal procedure, the rights 
of landlords and tenants, and the process of enforce- 
ment. None of the Courts have said that it would be 
a good thing ora bad*thing to eviee. the [sland Kesi- 
dents. It was not their role. 

It follows that the Courts should not (and in 
my Opinion, would not) consider it to be disrespectful 
or to constitute interference if a decision were made 
by Government which, in practical terms, brings about 
a different result than would have naturally followed 
the Court decision. It is not uncommon for Parliament 
or a Legislature to move swiftly on the heels of a 
judicial determination. The Court tells us what the 


state of the law is as applied to the interests of 
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of the various parties at the time of the decision. 
If it should happen that a competent legislative 
authority changes the law or suspends the operation 
of the usual law, it is not, nor should it be seen 
as, interference with the judiciary. Superseding 
legislation takes nothing away from the meaning of 
fhe Judgment Or “the Court = only from its practicar 
effect. 

Somewhat ironically, despite all of the litigation 
in which the Island residents have been involved, they 
would probably say that the sum of it did not provide 
them with their "day in Court". What the residents 
seem always to have wanted was a determination of the 
main issue: whether or not, on its own merits, taking 
into account any competing interests, the community 
should remain on the Islands. 

Court proceedings are costly. Over the years, 
the Islanders must have paid dearly in financial and 
other ways to maintain the various actions and appeals. 
Surely the residents did not initiate or respond to 
lawsuits simply for the sake of proving legal points? 
The "bottom line" was to save the residential community. 

As’ 'T"see! BU, at’ least’ some = 15) not allio oftehe 
proceedings brought by the Islanders were to occasion 
delay. I would suffer from naivety if I thought other- 


wise. Each deferral of their eviction gave them an 
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opportunity, through the lobbying process, to recruit 
new allies. 

The conduct of the Island residents can be viewed 
in many ways. One of those who submitted both an oral 
and a written submission to this Inquiry, put it in 


the following manner: 


The islanders who are always harking 
on their modest, natural life-style 
and simple way of thinking are in 
reality the shrewdest manipulators. 
They demonstrate throughout the 

years of their costly resistance and 
fight against the law that they are 
well-trained advertisers, displayers 
and actors. They are most sophisti- 
cated lobbyists and highly experienceé 
INeDULIING polacticas strings at. che 
right time and, at. the right. vulnerable 
persons. The islanders have the money, 
the power and the organizing experience 
to intimidate politicians and catch 
them.for supporting their (the 
islanders') wishes and goals. They 
are choosing always the right time for 
their pressure methods, namely a pre- 
electiongtime..o,Sostarsthe wislanders 
have obviously hooked Messrs. Sewell, 
Eggleton and other city politicians 

as well as Mr. Crombie, Mr. Rotenberg, 
Mr. Grossman; "Mrs. Wells, (Mre McMurtry, 
Mr. Davis and the Provincial Liberals 
and New Democrats. 


The fact is that the Islanders have had anddo have a 
number of allies who occupy political posts. One 
ehoula not discount lightly that the City of Toronto 
is on their side and has been from the time Metro 
initially decided that they had to leave. Some at 


Metro, not limited to City of Toronto members, 


although not enough to make a difference, support 
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the Island residents. The majority of elected repre- 
sentatives at Queen's Park are on the side of allowing 
the residential community on the Toronto Islands to 
remain. In this day and age, lobbying for support is 
commonplace. A combination of the determination of 
the Islanders, the fruits of their enlistment OF 
political support, and the workings of the litigation 
process, have all served to bring the situation to 
the point where it is now. 

In placing the Court decisions in perspective, 
I must say that it would be of major significance to 
me had the Courts expressed the view that the Islanders 
had abused the Court system. A reading of the various 
judgments of the Courts in no way indicates that the 
Island residents have been frivolous or vexatious. On 
the contrary, the residents have put forward what can 


be considered arguable points of law throughout. 


Legal Status of Islanders 

Various labels bearing negative connotations have 
been attached to those residing on the Islands in 
recent years. They have been collectively referred to 
as squatters, trespassers, illegal tenants and by a 
host of other uncomplimentary descriptions. 

What is and what has been their status over the 
past several years from the legal point of view? I 
see this as an essential question to be answered. 

For the moment, we are in a period of temporary 
(uoldy. | FPursvanteto (he. Toronto istandseAct) 61980, 
all those residing on the Toronto Islands are doing 
so at the pleasure of the Legislature of Ontario. 
They enjoy statutory immunity through the suspension 
of the usual legal processes which would otherwise 
have been available to Metro. Since this legislative 
moratorium is but an interim measure, as I understand 
it to permit the delivery and consideration of this 
Report, I must go behind it to ascertain the ordinary 
legal status of the Islanders. 

Earlier in this Report, I have chronicled ina 
detailed manner the various Court battles and it is 
not my intention to repeat that sequence here. 

My analysis of the numerous Court judgments 
tells me that the residential tenancies ended on 
August 31, 1975: the Supreme Court of Canada said 


so on June 24, 1977. Further, my analysis tells me 


that the writs of possession obtained by Metro (six in 
October, 1977 and the balance in October, 1978) are 
valid and do not have a time limit: the Court of 

Appeal for Ontario said so on October 27, 1980. Because 
of the way in which Metro's action was originally framed, 
the effect of the recent Court of Appeal judgment is to 
require the Sheriff to deliver up possession of all the 
residential Island community to Metro. 

To boil it down to its simplest terms, in my 
opinion Metropolitan Toronto has the legal right to 
possession of all residential lands and premises on 
Toronto. Islandsss It>followsj«and it iscmy view;@that 
the Island residents have no legal right to occupy 
those lands and premises. As it turns out, this has 
been the case, since Atigust(3l,w1975ee0The "“ftreeze™; 
born at Queen's Park in the form of The Toronto Island 
Act, 1980, does not change the legal situation as 
between the parties (Metro and the Islanders). What 
it does is subtract, for a time (November 14, 1980 to 
July 1, 1981), the legal process required to enforce 
a right, in this case Metro's right to possession. 

When Metro set out to terminate the residential 
leaseholds, it was aiming for a possession date of 
August 31, 1974. The special Act of the Legislature, 
representing a temporary reprieve, was not in place 


until November 14, 1980, Over six years later. 
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How have the Islanders managed to remain living 
there during those six years? On the eve of the 
Provincial "rescue" were they there illegally? Had 
they broken the law along the way? The answers to 
these questions should weigh heavily in my considera- 
tion and the area warrants close examination. 

Look at the scenario. The final documentation 
relating to extensions of the leases is for the period 
of September’ D, ©197l sto August 31 °1972 "and -£f£rom ‘year 
to year thereafter unless terminated. It turns out 
that 1973 is to be the year of decision and Metro asks 
the City for any proposals it might have for taking back 
control of the residential portions of the Islands. The 
City undertakes a study, involves the Island residents, 
and produces a report entitled "Toronto's Island Park 
Neighbourhoods" in which it is recommended that the 
community be retained. Despite the support of the community's 
own area municipality (the City of io nedee yy Metro 
decides that the community must leave on August 3l, 
1974 to make way for parkland. 

Before Metro's proposed termination date, the 
residents dispute Metro's course, by bringing an 
action on July 4, 1974 in the Courts. They ask the 
Courts to declare the by-law under which Metro 
purports to terminate the tenancies and also the 


notices of termination to be null and void. They 
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complain variously of vagueness and uncertainty, 
discrimination, the absence of notice and of an 
Opportunity to be heard, and inadequate procedure. 
The exercise of this series of litigation through 
trial and two levels of appeal (the second brought 
by Metro) takes until June 24, 1977. While in the 
final result Metro's right to possession is positively 
determined, it was within the Islanders' rights to 
do what they did. In passing, I note that along 
the way the Islanders did, albeit on technical 
grounds, meet with some success. 

Armed with a Court determination of its right, 
Metro then takes steps in the Summer of 1977 to 
enforce that right, specifically to obtain writs 
of possession from the Court. The Island residents 
decide to and do resist by way of response in Court 
and are ultimately unsuccessful, but launch appeals. 
It is not until October 20, 1978 that the appellate 
Court, upholding Metro's position, delivers its 
judgment. Metro is now, presumably, in a position 
to obtain possession of the residential lands. The 
residents have, until this time, done nothing more 
than to take advantage of the judicial process 
which exists for the protection of all. Their 


process appears, however, to be running out. 


Subsequently, in November, 1978, a difference arises 


between Metro and the Sheriff's Office regarding the life- 


time of the writs of possession. At that point, Metro 


tells the Sheriff not to enforce any writs, but to await 


further instructions. Later that month sees some debating 


activity on the issue in the Legislature. 

Commencing in December, 1978, the Honourable Thomas 
L. Wells publicly indicates the Government's proposal 
to serve as a mediator, and asks that Metro not enforce 
the writs in the interim. Essential ensuing developments 
which take place are also documented in previous portions 
of this Report. They include the tabling of Bill 153 
(providing for attrition) on October 19, 1979; Metro 
Council's decision on February 26 and 27, 1980 to wait 
for Provincial legislative action no longer than June 30, 
1980; introduction of Bill 5 (replacing Bi) «bS3)) 
on March 13, 1980; and Metro's failure to meet Mr. Wells' 
reguest to nominate two members to this Commission. 

During the period from the last Court decision 
(October 20, 1978) to June 30, 1980, the Island residents 
have the benefit initially of the question involving the 
longevity of the writs of possession and, later, the 
indulgence of Metropolitan Toronto awaiting the attempts 
of a resolution of the matter at Queen's Park. While the 


residents cannot claim any right to live on the Islands 


during this period, in my view they are certainly not 


breaking the law. 
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Then follows the enlarged dispute as between Metro 
and the Sheriff and the resultant Court application by 
Metro to which the Island residents are added as a 
party. Metro seeks to force the Sheriff to enforce the 
writs of possession. On July 24, 1980 the Court decides 
that Metro is correct in its contention that the writs 
are not limited by time and orders the Sheriff to do his 
duty and deliver up possession to Metro. Sheriff's 
officials attend on the Islands on July 28, 1980. 

The precise purpose of their attendance is not clear. 
The notices are not served nor, to my knowledge, is 
there any reported infraction of the law. Counsel for 
the Sheriff mentions in an ensuing Court hearing that 

it is the usual practice of his client to wait seven 

to ten days before processing writs. The Islanders 

seek permission to appeal the order against the 

Sheriff to the Court of Appeal. They are successful 
and, at the same time, obtain an order staying execution 
of the writs. Argument of the appeal is heard and the reserved 
decision (against the Islanders)is rendered on October 
27, 1980. Short of seeking leave to appeal to the 
Supreme Court of Canada, which they say they will not 
do, the legal process of the Islanders would appear to 


have been exhausted. 
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The Sheriff must now discharge his duty. He 
mails the writs to the residents. He expresses 
November 17, 1980 as the final date Dy “wirci: Tile 
residents must vacate. Short of Metro eCSaeLang 
off" the Sheriff, which it does not do, only 
statutory intervention at the Provincial level 
can stop the evictions. That intervention comes 
at the eleventh hour (November 14, 1980). 

In a democratic society, there is a difference 
between a right claimed and the determination of 
toat rignts ©O-gO a Step PurcCHeL peenere Lo “yee 
another difference between a right determined and 
the enforcement of that right. Moreover, a reghG 
may be capable of enforcement and need not be 
enforced. The Island residents have either taken 
or enjoyed virtually full advantage of our demo- 
cratic legal system and the fimey it takes’ to run 
its course. In addition they have, it may call 
it that, had some gcod luck arising from the legal 
complication relating to the life of the writs of 
possession and finally by the action of the Ontario 
Legislature. 

I recognize that each existing family or house- 

hold on the Islands has its individual history of 


when, how and by what means it found its way to 
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Island residence. This is meaningful to me in certain 
respects and is the subject of my comment elsewhere in 
this document. Having now had an opportunity to analyze 
the legal situation, I am able to say that, in terms of 
law, if I may use the expression, "all of the Islanders 
are in the same boat" with no differentiation. Since 
August 1, 1975, none of them - whether newcomer or 
theretofore longstanding tenant - is able to assert a 
legal right to reside on the Islands. Rather, they have 
been in a “legal limbo" with Metro unable or, at times, 
choosing not to remove them. It is my conclusion, how- 
ever, that by remaining on the Islands, or even coming 
there afresh, the residents are not doing anything illegal, 


nor have they broken a law along the way. 


Do the People Deserve to Stay? 

At the outset, I must say that I personally cannot 
accept "jealousy" as being a valid reason in support of 
not allowing the Island residents to remain. 

One of the arguments raised on behalf of those who 
feel that the residents do not deserve to remain on the 
Toronto Islands is that the Island residents since 1956 
have known, or should have known, that some day they would 
have to vacate their homes. Metro permitted the residents 
of homes which were governed by non-compensation leases to 
remain longer than it was obliged to do, by annual 
lease renewals until the period ending August 31, 1974. 

Tt is the view of Metro Parks that there are two categories 
of Island residents: "legal" tenants, being those who once 
held a lease from Metro or received the approval of Metro 
in assuming a lease; and "illegal" tenants, who are 
occupying premises without having been a party to a lease 
with Metro, or the recipient of its approval. 

There are a number of residents who had a lease with 
Metro and have continued to reside on the Islands. The 
remaining residents include those who purchased from 
persons who held leases or their successors, those who are 
tenants of those who had leases, and those who are tenants 
of those who purchased from original leaseholders. 

From a moral point of view, some would say that the 
residents who held leases with Metro, and have remained, 
somehow are more justified or deserving than those who 


have come subsequently with the knowledge that their time 
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on the Islands would be limited. Where does one draw the 
line? It is extremely difficult to distinguish the resi- 
dents in this regard. Residents were bound under their 
leases to seek the approval of Metro in order to sublet. 
In many cases this was not obtained or given. It would 
be unfair to differentiate all those whom Metro classifies 
as "illegal" tenants. Metro may have refused to consent 
to prospective residents if approval was sought. It goes 
without saying that no scope for approval was available 
once Metro decided to terminate the leases as of August 
en es Eg ae 

Another issue which warrants attention is what, if 
any, Status would be given in any retained community to 
former residents of the Toronto Islands who left because 
of Metro 's-..plan,to.convert»the. land. to. parkland .asitthas 
been said that it would be unfair to deny an interest to 
those who vacated, while allowing the current residents 
to remain. An example is found in a written submission 
to this Commission from Gladys Lomax, received with a 
covering letter from her lawyers. 

Mrs. Lomax advised that she and her family formerly 
occupied a home at 204 Lakeshore Avenue which was situated 
on a 50 foot by 220 foot lot. An examination of Commission 
maps Shows that this lot is located on the south shore of 
Centre Island, adjacent to the bridge to Snake Island. Mrs. 
Lomax stated that she and her family vacated this home in 
December, 1967. They were "led to believe at that time 


that the other residents still remaining would be leaving 
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shortly thereafter." 

It is her contention that if "as it now appears, the 
present residents of Algonquin and Ward's Islands may be 
allowed to remain then this would constitute a serious 
breach of faith with all those who previously were forced 
to vacate unless they are afforded an opportunity “to “re= 
acquire a lot in priority to some who now enjoy this 
privilege". Consequently, she makes the following claims: 

- to be provided with a serviced lot located at the site 
formerly occupied by her at 204 Lakeshore or alternatively 
an equivalent lot at another location on the Islands on 
the same terms and conditions as any who are permitted to 
remain; 

="to “be permitted "to "erect™thereom a home equivalent to the 
one vacated; 

-~ to have an absolute priority to the lot and right to erect 
a home thereon over those persons who became residents of 
the Toronto Islands after February 21, 1956 (which “she 
believes is the date on which Metro decided that all resi- 
dential tenancies on the Toronto Islands would be terminated) 
and over persons who were residents prior to February 21, 
1956, but who left voluntarily; 

- if there is insufficient accommodation for all residents 
(or former residents) who wish to live on the Islands, 
then as compensation for the loss of use of her house 
and lot for 12 years and in addition to the priority 


claimed above, a further priority [to such 


rights over those residents who were residing on the 
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Islands prior to February 21, 1956 and are presently 

residing on Ward's or Algonquin Islands, "at least to 

the extent of a chronology of occupation by the 

original occupation date"; and 
- the right to assign her claim to her son and his family, 

her son having resided with her and her husband from 

1930 until she was forced to leave in 1967. 
If the community were to remain, what rights should Mrs. 
Lomax and others who are in a Similar category have? I 
come to the conclusion that persons who surrendered their 
homes to Metro, either voluntarily or through arbitration 
or expropriation proceedings, cannot expect to receive the 
same treatment as the residents who have resisted eviction 
through legal means. They made a deliberate choice to 
exercise an option available to them. I endorse the position 
taken by the Honourable Larry Grossman on this issue, which 
is set out inthe section of this Report entitled, "Electoral 
Situation". His analogy to the situation resulting from the 
Allen Expressway episode is, in my opinion, particularly apt. 

How do the Islanders rate in payment of rent and 
realty taxes? 

When I talk of "rent", I am referring to amounts 
considered to be @ue from the Islanders and being accepted 
by Metro as compensation in lieu of rent. The amounts are 
so low, they could be said to be a joke in the current 
market. They are a standard annual $150. on Ward's and 
$200. on Algonquin Island, or respectively $12.50 and 


$16.67 per month. Why are these rates so low? To begin 
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with, the last upwards revision of these sums was in 1969, 
at a time when lease extensions were in effect. Moreover, 
since the Islanders ownec the homes at that time, the rent 
was only for the ground. Because Metro took the position 
that the leases were at anend as of August 31, 1974, there 
has been no mechanism for increasing the amounts involved. 
It is my legal opinion that since August 31, 1975 (the date 
the Supreme Court of Canada later said Metro was entitled 
to possession), the actual homes have been owned by Metro. 
In other words, since that time, the $150. and $200. annual 
compensation figures relate to the residences as well as 
the land. 

To protect its legal position, Metro did not at first 
entertain the acceptance of any compensation payments in 
the place of rent. After some negotiations, Metro changed 
its position and I am satisfied that Metro has accepted 
and will accept these payments. 

The circumstances have seen, therefore, the Island 
residents living on public lands with a vehicle existing 
for some form of payment as compensation, the level of 
the compensation being but a fraction of market price. 
Before even looking at the payment record, I must say 
that, in my view, anything less than full payment would 
be unsatisfactory. For the compensation years 1974-75 
and 1975-76, the performance was something in the 
neighbourhood of 90 per cent. This is undoubtedly as 


a result of the "boost" arranged by Mr. Peter Atkinson, 
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lawyer for the Islanders, serving as a collection agent. 

For the compensation years 1976-77 and later, the record 
shows a dramatic drop in occupation compensation payments. 

It is true that Metro has not been sending out bills, nor 
actively seeking to collect occupation compensation. Further- 
more, Metro's hands have been tied and, whether or not the 
occupation compensation payments were made, the way the 
situation was unfolding, there was nothing that Metro 

could do to enforce payment. 

Various explanations that were given by Island residents 
in evidence have been considered carefully. Even though they 
feel the way they do about Metro, I cannot accept their explana- 
tions. Island residents are Metro citizens. As such, they are 
entitled to all of the services provided by Metro. These are 
very real services as, for example, social services and police 
protection, to name only two. Surely the Island residents 
should have seen the payment of this occupation compensation 
as their moral responsibility? 

In passing, I should say that during the course of the 
hearings of this Commission, there was a flurry of occupation 
compensation payments made. Records show that in the period 
of one month some $31,650., representing 181 compensation years, 
were paid. Whether this was a demonstrationof good 
faith, I cannot say. I can, however, say that outstanding 
amounts still exceed $150,000. On this Score, the Island 


residents should be ashamed of themselves. 
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Payment performance with respect to the Clubhouses 
was also examined. I can find no justification for the 
$25. annual sum not having been paid on account of the 
Ward's Clubhouse since 1974-75. In the case of the 
Clubhouse on Algonquin, Metro records showed a similar 
position to that of the Ward's Clubhouse. Other evidence, 
presented from the Islancers, satisfies me that. $300., 
applicable to four years of compensation, has, to all 
intents and purposes, been paid by the Algonquin Island 
Association. But this payment was not made until June 
of 1980. Considering that the Algonquin Island Association 
collects rent from one tenant in a sum exceeding $3,000., 

I must view this collective conduct of the Islanders as 
reprehensible. 

Even though I am critical of those Island residents 
who have not paid their occupation compensation, for those 
who have paid, no fault or blame can be attributed to them 
for the extremely low amounts involved. I note the remarks 
of Mr. Peter Atkinson, Counsel for the residents, when he 
Submitted in final argument: "There is no question that 
the Island residents would be quite happy to pay more rent 
and, in fact, we have always been anxious to pay more rent." 
I cannot accept the last part of his statement as it applies 
to those who have paid no rent at all for years. Nor can 
I agree with his submission that "Metro keeps the rents low, 
simply to have a reason to complain about the Island resi- 
dents. It is the landlord that sets the rent and Metro is 


the landlord, and ought to have been setting more realistic 
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rent." Mr. Atkinson should know better than that. 

If the fate of the Island community rested exclusively 
with their rent payments to Metro, there would be little to 
be said in their favour. Furthermore, if the residential 
community were to remain on the Islands, it simply would 
not be fair to let anyone remain without a full accounting 


Tor back rent. 


The amount of realty taxes, in contradistinction to 
"rent", varies according to the assessed value of the | 
property. These are payable to the area municipality, the 
CLEY! Of °Porontes 

While at first blush the average 1980 levy ($341.30 
on Ward's and $472.50 on Algonquin) may appear low to some, 
that simply reflects the assessed value of the properties 
in question.* Assof late’ ini October, 69980,! the! property tax 
of the Island residents is what I would describe as 
satisfactory. In respect of arrears, for 1978 the payment 
performance of the Island residents is a shade better than 
the City average. For 1979, the percentage paid by the 
Islanders is slightly less than the average. In 1980, as 
of the date of measurement, the residents were about 10 per 
cent below average. 

Real estate taxes for the Clubhouses were, in each 


instance, paid in full for 1980 and all previous years. 
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It could be said that the satisfactory situation 
regarding real estate taxes paid to the City of Toronto, 
compared with the shameful showing of occupation payments 
to Metro, bespeaks the antagonistic feelings the Islanders 
have for the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. Ciel. Li 
while Metro has not been in a position to impose any 
Sanction for non-payment of occupation compensation in the 
context of events, the posture is not the same in the case 
of realty taxes. Despite the absence of contractual 
arrangements between Metro and the residents, realty taxes 
accrue to the City of Toronto in every year, and sanctions 
can be imposed for failure of payment. 

The Island residents do have what I consider to be an 
acceptable realty tax payment record. 

Those who support the contention that the Islanders 
should be allowed to remain point to the age range of the 
Island residents and their length of residence on the 
Islands. Significant numbers of the adult population have 
lived on the Islands their entire lives or since early 
childhood. A substantial portion of households have 
residents who have been on the Islands for more than 20 
years. It should be noted, however, thatasetatistacs on 
length of residence by household have been composed so that 
each household was categorized by the longest residing 


household member, and do not take into account that other 
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residents in that house are more recent occupants of 

the Islands. Further, the data have been formulated 

to take advantage of mobility within the Island community. 
In other words, a resident's length of time on the Islands 
need not have been at the same address. In addition, many 
of the long-term residents have occupied their homes on a 

"Summer only" basis. 

Supporters of the Island residents also allude to the 
fact that the Island population is comprised of a share of 
"senior citizens" and a sizeable number of "dependent" 
children. 

It is also claimed in favour of the residents that 
they use their homes for shelter purposes and are not 
interested in making profits from the properties. There 
was no evidence before the Commission of any property 
speculation. There was, however, an indication of dealings 
in Island homes by way of purchase and sale. Because of 
the status of the Situation with Metro, which saw no leases 
Since 1974, these transactions appear to have been by bill 
of sale and have not been registered. A market of this 
type is certainly undesirable. 

There 1s’ a- ‘trend to “year-round” Diving; indicating 
that Island homes are not generally considered as "luxuries" 
for summer recreational use, but serve to fulfill one of 


the necessities of life. Yet, there are still a number of 


497 


summer Islanders who have housing available on the main- 
land, and do not require Island accommmodation. 

About 25 per cent of the Island homes are occupied by 
"tenants" of "absentee owners" who collect rents and profit 
thereby. This is cited as a reason in support of doing away 
with the community. The arrangements between "landlords" 
and "tenants" indicate that rental rates charged are 
reasonable and often very low in to-day's marketplace. 
Island homes have served as low rental accommodation for 
persons who would have an extremely difficult time finding 
a similar type of shelter on the mainland. Fifty per cent 
of "tenant" households have "dependent" children and one- 
half of these households are single-parent families. 

If the residential community were to continue, 
careful attention would have to be directed to what is to 
be done in the case of any contests arising between "tenants" 
and"absentee owners". 

While I am of the view that no one should make profits 
from Island homes, an arrangement allowing accommodation 
within the reach of low income families is most desirable. 

A final consideration in assessing whether or not the 
residents deserve to stay relates to the criticism made of 
Island residents that they have been defiant and arrogant 


in their efforts to remain on the Islands. Having come to 
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the conclusion that the residents have exercised those 

rights afforded by law and within the democratic process, 

I do not see a need to comment further on this criticism. 
Although the matters considered in this section 

disclose that there have been some negative features, 

the total picture I saw did not lead me to conclude that 


the residents do not deserve to remain on the Islands. 
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Are the Homes Worch Saving? 

Whether or not Island homes are worth preserving 
for their architectural and historical significance was 
considered by the Toronto Historical Board. The Review 
Committee of that Board concluded that they were not. 

In the case of Ward's Island in particular, the 
layout of houses in close proximity poses a fire safety 
problem. The potential for combustibility is enhanced 
by the nature of Island homes generally (frame 
construction), the existence of combustible materials 
both inside and proximate to the houses, and the methods 
of heating. From a fire safety perspective, the condition 
of the homes has been described as "unacceptable". 
Suggestions were made that certain of the homes should be 
demolished or relocated to decrease the risk of conflagra- 
tion: 

Since at least 1973, it has been apparent that 
significant expenditures would be required to bring 
Island residences up to the minimum standards as 
prescribed in the City of Toronto's housing by-law. 

About 90 per cent of Island homes currently show 
violations of a health and safety nature, and all but 
two houses have violations of the housing by-law 
generally. 

In my view, the City of Toronto, which was supposed 
to enforce at least those parts of the by-law relating 
to "health and safety" matters, has been remiss in its 


responsibilities. No reasonable explanation was given 
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for the failure of the City's Buildings and Inspections 
Department to ensure that Island homes were maintained 
even at this minimum state of repair. I was told of the 
City's plans to notify residents of the infractions and 
to take measures to prevent continuing violations. 

In particular, those violations that relate to the 
potential for combustibility and to current sanitary 
conditions (described as "“intolerable") cry out for 
rectification. So far as major problems (foundations, 
drainage, plumbing and combustible finishes) are concerned, 
the situation at Ward's is far worse than on Algonquin. 

Repair costs to bring all homes in compliance with 
Housing By-law 73-68 were estimated at $1,728,558. Costs 
to comply with "health and safety" matters alone were 
estimated at $354,849. 

The average cost for complying with housing standards 
at Ward's is an amount over $8,000. and on Algonquin over 
$5,000. Average cost to comply with health and safety 
violations at Ward's is almost $2,000. and on Algonquin 
just over $900. The range for by-law compliance at Ward's 
island is fromCabout’$250 Vote %over oSsis7o000, 2The paraltes 
range on. Algonquin is from. $135. to about $19,000. 

These figures give one an indication of just how 
expensive it would be to bring the premises into compliance 
with minimum housing standards. The costs of "rehabilitating" 
a residence beyond minimum standards would be even more 


expensive. There is, of course, room for reduction in cases 
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where the residents themselves do the work. 

One wonders whether it would be economically viable 
to salvage certain of the homes requiring such major 
expenditures. Each building would have to be considered 
on its own merits. 

The sum total of the evidence indicates that the 
sewage disposal arrangements for Island homes are clearly 
inadequate. In my view, without the provision of an 
adequate sewer system to the residential community, it 
would not be worthwhile to save the homes. The evidence 
is that Metro's existing system on the Islands would 
accommodate the residential community's needs in this 
regard. For the community at its present size, estimated 
installation costs are $1.1 million and the annual operating 
costs are estimated at $26,000. A connection cost ofes600. 
for each residence would also be required. The evidence is 
that the capital installation costs are customarily borne 
by the area municipality out of general tax revenues. 
Individual connection costs are generally paid by the house- 
holder. 

Refuse collection (currently performed by Metro and 
billed to the City of Toronto) seems to be satisfactory. 

There is no storm sewage system on the Islands and 
none would be contemplated. 

With respect to roads and sidewalks, the evidence was 
that the network at Ward's is inadequate for emergency 
vehicular access and should be replaced if the community 


were to remain. Costs for improving the road system for 
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the total community are estimated at $460,000. with an 
annual operating cost of about $9,000. If the community 
were to be retained, the improvement of the roads would 
follow the installation of a sewer system, to avoid 
duplicate work. 

The supply of water available to the residential 
areas on the Islands is, according to the evidence, 
adequate to accommodate a community of its current size. 
However, watermains on Ward's are susceptible to Byes 
damage. They would have to be replaced should the 
community remain. Estimated costs to improve the water 
Supply system are $220,000. Connection costs for water 
service, generally paid by the householder, are around 
$600. 

There is conflicting evidence on whether work is 
required on the street lighting system. 

Testimony satisfies me that, apart from the street 
lighting, the equipment and hydro service supplied by 
Toronto Hydro are sufficient for the community at its 
present size. 

With its existing equipment, Consumers' Gas has 
reached the saturation point in its ability to provide 
service. An estimate, in 1978 dollars, indicates that 
some $70,000. would be required to upgrade services and 
Supply natural gas to all 250 homes. The costs of up 
grading would be the responsibility of Consumers' Gas 
and it would be within its purview to decide whether 


the expenditure was economically feasible. 
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Maintenance work has now been completed by Bell 
Canada on Algonquin Island. Once the question of an 
easement is resolved at Ward's and the maintenance 
work is completed there, it would appear that the 
services provided by Bell Canada will be adequate for 
the community at its present size. 

Certain cost figures estimated for an expanded 
community according to the "Sewell Proposal", are 
contained inthe body of this Report, but are not 
presented here. 

The general condition of disrepair of Island homes 
might be explained by the uncertainty of the Islanders' 
situation over the last several years and the difficulty 
in transporting building materials. They brought evidence 
that a lot of money and labour were expended on some Island 
homes during that period, despite the difficulty in getting 
building materials to the Islands. On the topic (of 
transporting materials, I must say that I do not find the 
Islanders'criticisms of Metro officials and employees to 
be fair. Metro has a legislative mandate to develop all 
Island lands under their control into parkland. Metro 
Parks happens to operate the ferry service. It would have 
been inconsistent with, and contradictory to Metro's 
position to have allowed the Island residents to improve 


their homes other than for emergency repairs. 
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The situation regarding building permits has been 
confusing, to say the least. Some residents managed to 
obtain them and others could not. Yet others did not 
bother even to apply f6r- them. “One official went’ so 
far as to say that building permits were not permissible 
without going through a procedure which those who 
obtained them had not undergone. 

The evidence shows that major portions of the resi- 
dential area are prone to flooding when lake levels are 
high. If there were a sanitary sewer system installed 
for the residential community, concerns with respect to 
the health risk aspect would likely disappear. There is 
still the risk, however, of property damage and, if the 
community were to remain, some attention would wisely be 
paid to measures which would minimize that risk. 

I am mindful of the policies of the Government of 
Ontario with regard to the encouragement of and assistance 
for the renovation and renewal of existing housing resources. 
The preservation of Island homes would be in keeping with 
the spirit behind those policies. 

Some of the Island residences may not be able to be 
Saved. Others would undoubtedly require a significant 
investment simply to comply with Standards, let alone full 
rehabilitation. It might be prudent to elevate some of 
them. Relocation might be indicated in certain instances. 

On the whole, I conclude that most of the homes are 
worth saving. My conclusion is, in part, based upon the 


will of the residents to save them. 
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Is the Community Worth Preserving? 
What of the history? Most of the physical evidence of 


the romantic era at Hanlan's and Centre is,gone.+.The evolu 
tion of Ward's from a tent city to a cottage community should 
not be forgotten and is manifested in many of the structures 
there now. The irony of it all is that the slow and piecemeal 
construction process has not lent itself to overly sound 
structures. The structures on Algonquin Island, the history 
of which is less impressive, are in significantly better 
shape. 

As well as deciding that the Island homes were not 
worthy of preservation for architectural and historical 
significance, the Review Committee of the Toranto Historical 
Board declined to take further action to have the residential 
area declared an historic site. 

The members of the Review Committee are presumably experts 
and I certainly respect their decision. Had I been a member, 
I think I might have voted the same way. All the while, how- 
ever, what they were looking at and what I have been asked to 
look at are two very different things. The Review Committee 
was looking at an area of lands and physical buildings thereon. 
Whether or not people resided in those buildings would mean 
nothing to them, given their mandate. As I see it, the 
residential community on the Toronto Islands does provide a 
link with the past and is an aspect worthy of consideration 


within my terms of reference. 
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It is useful in the context of discussing "community" 


to return to an examination of the Islanders' data relating 


to length of Island residency. 

support of ending the community 
are newcomers. In 32 or 13 per 
a resident that can claim roots 


the past one to five years. [In 


An argument put forward in 
is that many of the residents 
cent of the homes, there is 


on the Islands only within 


an additional 54 households 


or 22 per cent, the longest Island resident has been on the 


Islands for between six and ten 


years. Combining the two, 


then, in over one-third of the homes the longest residing 


Island resident cannot claim to 
decade. This was a decade when 


appeared, at most times, slated 


One must ask the question of how a community works? 
matter could be taken to an extreme. 


that all residents must have lived there for at least, 


have been there more than a 
the residential area 

for parkland. 

The 
It could be expected 


say 


50 years, before recognizing that it is worthy of preservation. 


We would then be looking at a community of senior citizens. 


A community is a living thing. 


and die in it. 


is shifting in nature, but it is still the same community. 


needs new blood to survive. 


People move in and move away. 


People are born in it 
The population 


It 


To cite as a negative factor 


that there are newcomers is to penalize all of those 


who claim greater longevity on the Islands. 


point of view, 


the newcomers are the lifeblood. 


From a community 


Without then, 


the community might possibly not be there now. 
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All neighbourhoods are made up of people as individuals 
and the places in which they live. There is generally some- 
thing more when you put them together: a sense of community. 
This may vary from one area to another. 

In the case of the Toronto Islanders, they have a head 
start, stemming from the comparative isolation. Their 
community accommodates no cars, no theatres, no restaurants 
and no shopping plazas. In fact, there are no shops, not 
even a neighbourhood milk store. At one time, there were 
commercial enterprises located on the Islands and servicing 
the residents. The removal of these enterprises has not 
caused the community to fail. 

It is not surprising that close associations and 
neighbourhood ties have developed. There is the Ward's 
Island Association with its own clubhouse. As well, there 
is the Algonquin Island Association with its own clubhouse. 
These are the centres which, in combination, serve as the 
focal point of the community residents on a year-round 
basis. 

Testimony led before me has contained numerous 
illustrations of exemplary neighbourly fellowship. It 
may have been on a one-to-one basis: Bruce Weber, the 
registered nurse, has an emergency alarm ,in his home 
connected to the home of a severely handicapped elderly 
spinster neighbour who lives on her own. It may have 
been one helping many: Kay Walker, during the irregular 
winter ferry service would, after having received word 


from Metro Parks, transmit on a CB radio network to the 
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Island residents news of what the ferry movements would 
be for that day. It may have been many helping one: 
Christopher Barry returned to his island residence about 
24 hours after it had been substantially damaged by fire 
and found that a great deal of sorting out, labelling, 
washing, painting, repairing and renewing had already 
been done. 

A sense of community is broadcast beyond the community 
itself. An example is the offering of an "open house" to 
Island visitors during the winter who would otherwise not 
have any facilities available to them. Ruth Putt is another 
example: she looks after sick and disabled birds on the 
Islands and welcomes and receives organized visits from 
groups of students from the Island Outdoor Natural Science 
School’: 

There is';“however’,.°a ‘fliprside ofthe record @>1in a 
report, dated July 27, 1973, signed by Mr. Hugh Clydesdale 
for the Commissioner of Parks and Recreation of the City 
of Toronto, the following was said of the residential area 
on the Toronto Islands; 

After investigation, interviews, 
personal visitations and review, 
it is my opinion and that of my 
staff that the residential areas 
are not generally visited by park 
users. The atmosphere which 
Surrounds casual pedestrian 
Visitors 16 such that it issay) 
barren experience and the feeling 
while there borders on hostility. 
I recognize that there is no 
absolute evidence to support this 
premise, but most of the people 


involved in the exercise have 
indicated that their visit to the 
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residential areas left them 
uncomfortable and felt that 
even the air in the area 
permeated a feeling of 
intrusion. 

Some describe the Island homes as shacks and the 
residential area as a Slum. Others say the Islands are 
enchanced by the presence of the community and that they 
prefer the atmosphere of tranquility there. 

Community spirit is reflected in the various Island 
periodicals over the years published by and for the 
residents. The point is demonstrated also by the establish- 
ment in or about 1972 of the Toronto Island Archives. These 
materials were given over to the City of Toronto and now 
form part of the City of Toronto Archives. 

The concept of community co-operation is also found in 
the annual animal clinic which arranges for a veterinarian 
to come over with supplies; the "food co-op"; and the 
organization called "WARAL" which assisted residents in 
placing orders and having building materials delivered. 
Many other examples were brought to my attention. 

For a number of years now, it has been "in the cards" 
for the existing residential community to be brought to 
an end. In my view and somewhat ironically, this has 
strengthened the community ties. The Toronto Island 
Residents' Association was created in 1969 with the 
immediate function of obtaining an extension of the 


then existing leases. Since that time, the Association 


has served as a vehicle having the aim and objective of 
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protecting and preserving the residential community. 
Residents have consistently, in a collective way, 
lobbied before various officers and elected officials 
at the City, Metro and Provincial levels. For more 
than six years now, the Island residents have been 
before the Courts at virtually every Level.-c Ad lroft 
these happenings have undoubtedly taken up a great 
deal of time. The amount of time devoted by many 
Island residents to this type of community service 
must be reaching phenomenal proportions. Very few 
communities, if any, have waged such a sustained 
battle over so many years. There is on the Toronto 
Islands a community spirit which would be a shame to 
destroy. 
I hasten to recognize that these people have met 
with a great deal of hardship. For many years now, 
their struggle must have taken its toll. They have 
endured a lot. 
In the following paragraphs, I deal with various 
services available to the residential community generally. 
The Metropolitan Toronto Police Department maintains 
a police station close to the Centre Island ferry docks 
Police staffing is on a 24-hour basis. In low season, 
there are generally two constables per shift. This swells 
in high season substantially, particularly on weekends 


when large crowds attend. 
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A Deputy Chief who testified before the Commission 
was unable to say what police services might be diminished 
or unnecessary should the residential community not be 
continued. The Deputy indicated that a study of needs 
would have to be done to furnish an answer, but added 
that it would be a factor if the ferry service were 
curtailed during winter months. He said that relations 
between the police and the residents were excellent. 

The cost of fire protection on the Toronto Islands 
in 1979 was approximately $500,000. There is one fire 
station operated by the City of Toronto Fire Department. 
It serves the entire Toronto Islands, including the 
Toronto Island Airport. The station is manned 24 hours- 
a-day on a year-round basis. Station staff is composed 
of a captain and three additional firefighters. There is 
no staff increase in summer months, nor is there a decrease 
in winter months. This makes sense, since there are many 
buildings on the Islands quite apart from those in the 
residential community. Risk of fire exists in winter as 
well as in the summer. 

On the guestion of costs if the residential community 
were not there, the Fire Chief indicated that an in-depth 
study would have to be undertaken to see where the needs 
were and where the responsibility should lie for responding 
to them. He implied that other levels of government might 


be involved. 


512 


With respect to emergency health services, there 
seems to be a network of assistance available to the 
Island residents. This includes community assistance, 
public health nurses, Metropolitan Toronto Police, 

Toronto Harbour Police and the City of Toronto Fire 
Department. No cost factor need be attached to these 
services. 

Looking at the school situation, the Board of 
Education for the City of Toronto operates the Toronto 
Island School and the Island Outdoor Natural Science 
School from the same premises. The operating costs of 
the school building in 1979 were $120,000. If the 
public school were closed, the Board would continue to 
operate the Island Outdoor Natural Science School. The 
estimated savings, should the public school close, would 
be $2,500. It can hardly be said, therefore, that there 
is any significant burden upon the taxpayer in providing 
public school education on the Island to Island children. 

With respect to the ferry service, Metro's Parks 
and Property Commissioner stated that if the residential 
community were to leave,he would recommend to Metro Council 
that the winter ferry service be reduced to daylight trips. 
He estimated that that service would cost between $91,000. 
and $92,000., compared to current costs, including the bus 
service,of $225,000. Using his figures, the differential 
cost to accommodate the Islanders is between $133,000. and 


$134,000. 
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If the residential community did leave and the ferry 
service were so curtailed, it stands to reason that winter 
park visitation would be restricted as well. Moreover, if 
it were decided to run the ferry service during winter 
evenings to allow a wider latitude to park visitors and 
the residential community were to leave, then the Metro 
Parks ferry service would lose the revenue from the Island 
residents. In any event, if Metro residents are bearing 
the tax burden by making good the deficit of the winter 
transportation for Island residents, there are ways that 
this can be rectified. 

Metro's Perks and Property Commissioner also offered 
his view that if the residential community were to remain, 
even at its present size, there should be a freight dock 
installed at Ward's Island and he estimated the cost there- 
of at $1,000,000. This should be the subject of study, “ike 
the event that the residential community is to remain on 
the Toronto Islands. It seems to me that if such a dock 
is indicated, it could be of value to Metro Parks for its 
operation of the eastern section of Toronto Island Park. 
Still, if a freight dock were needed primarily to serve 
a local community, it would not be fair for Metro residents 
to have to bear the full financial burden. 

Reviewing the services made available to the Islanders 
as a community, it would be hard to say, all circumstances 
considered, that the cost of supporting them is very much 
out of line. The winter ferry service and possible need 


for a freight dock may, however, be considered extraordinary 
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expenditures applicable only to the residential community 
on the Islands. 

One matter not yet discussed is the likely negative 
psychological effect there would be upon several hundred: 
people by uprooting them en masse. This is important to 
avoid. 

It is in this section that I should direct special 
attention to the verbal and written submissions made to 
the Commission. The final score of those who took a 
Stand was 134 in favour of retaining the community and 
40 against. This translates into a percentage of 77 who 
Support the proposition that the community should stay. 

These figures are impressive. 

Every elected politician who appeared at the Commission's 
informal hearings supported retention of the community. This 
included representatives of constituencies embracing the 
Toronto Islands at the Federal, Provincial and municipal levels. 
Some weight must be given to their positions. 

I side with the majority and conclude that, all factors 
considered, the community is indeed worth preserving. | 

Now it remains to weigh the preservation of the 


community against additional parkland. 
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Community v. Parkland 


When Metre assumed the Toronto Islands in 1956, the 
plan was that they be entirely developed as a regional 
park. 

It has been claimed, for a number of reasons, that 
Metro does not "need" the lands upon which the residential 
community sits for additional parkland. 

One of the reasons relates to what is said to have 
been a substantial increase in waterfront parkland and 
recreation areas in the Metro region in recent years. 

It is interesting to observe the manner of expression 
or presentation of just what waterfront parkland is avail- 
able. Those who would want to convey an impression of 
abundant parks or available parkland point, for example, 
to "Aquatic Park" (also known as the"Leslie Street Spi.) 
as being part of the inventory. Those of the opposite 
school call it a "construction site". In the hearings 
before the Commission, the Spit was clearly a 248-acre 
political football. 

For certain recreational purposes, the Leslie Street 
Spit is used on weekends and holidays from June to October. 
Nonetheless, its complete development as a park seems 
many years away. 

I reject the suggestion that if Metro were serious 
about more parkland, it could assume and develop the 
Leslie Street Spit. That is far too simplistic. In the 
current circumstances, that possibility does not seem 


viable because of a multitude of problems. 
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There are, however, waterfront facilities of recent 
vintage which were not available at the time Metro assumed 
the Toronto Islands. These include Ontario Place and 
Harbourfront. I must take this into account. 

At the same time, I am quick to recognize that the 
Toronto Island Park is a unique recreational resource. 

To have islands so close to a massive population, minutes 
from downtown, and a singular form of popular access, sets 
it apart from other facilities. I am satisfied that the 
Toronto Islands are something special and am not convinced 
that their value as a recreational resource can be 
measured in terms of other available acreage, even water- 
front acreage. 

It has also been put forward that the usage of Toronto 
Island Park has not increased signicantly over the years. 
Why, it is asked, should it have to expand? 

Visitation to the Islands is readily capable of measure- 
ment because of the ferry access. An examination of ferry 
statistics since the assumption of the Islands by Metro in 
1956, shows a gradual increase to about 1.25 million visitors 
in 1970, which was the highest year. In the last decade, 
the figures have remained relatively constant around the 
Lal million amark annually. 

Heavy traffic occurs in June, July and August and, 
more particularly, on weekends and holidays. The data 
do demonstrate indeed that there has not been any trend 
to increased visitor usage of the Islands for some years 


now. 
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The only available dock distribution figures show 
that 80 per cent of the visitors choose Centre Island 
as their destination, as opposed to the other two: 

Ward's and Hanlan's. One is forced to ask whether the 
more or less constant usage of the Toronto Island Park 
has to do with the limited ferry capacity tc Centre 
Island during summer weekends. 

From the evidence, I conclude that Metro has already 
rejected other forms of access to the Islands and no 
alternative transportation is under study at the present 
time. Such being so, to whatever extent the ferry 
operation capacity is a limiting factor on increased 
attendance, it can be remedied only by more evenly 
distributing the visitors at Island docks or by increasing 
the ferry fleet. In respect of the latter, Metro plans to 
press the "Trillium" into passenger service in the 1981 
summer season: a dock is being built at Centre Island to 
accommodate it. But this certainly will not serve to 
disperse the crowds. If anything, it will aggravate the 
Situation. 

What of otherwise increasing the fleet? In my view, 
the capital cost-benefit ratio to augment service only at 
peak times would not make sense. 

Metro Parks recognizes that there is a dispersal 
problem and its Commissioner would recommend that the 
children's farm be moved to Ward's Island, should the 
residential community leave. I cannot tell what impact 


that would have. 


Ic 
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To what degree, if any, is the residential community 
a factor in discouraging the Ward's Island ferry dock as 
a destination? No conclusive answer to that question can 
be given. However, it is to be observed that there is 
also sparse use of the ferry destined for Hanlan's Point, 
where there is no residential community. 

Evidence was brought before the Commission that the 
issuance of picnic permits has been at fairly constant . 
level over the last 10 years. This is reflected in the 
ferry passenger statistics. 

Testimony was heard about and from concessionaires. 
I do not consider the gross sales of concessionaires to 
be a reliable measure of park usage or distribution of 
visitors. There are too many variables, such as the 
prices of goods or services, inflation, people's 
recreational and eating habits, management acumen, and 
capacity of the facilities,to list only some. 

All the while, people usage is not the only yardstick 
of the worth of a park. As pointed out to the Commission, 
frogs live in a park too. There is something surely to 
be said for the preservation of natural environment and 
beauty, without reference to the turnstile mentality. 

Those who wish the community to remain claim that 
the residential area occupies only a small acreage in 


relation to the total area of the Islands. Looking at 


the Islands as a whole, it is apparent that the various 
alternative non-aviation uses put forward in 1977 for 

the Toronto Island Airport have taken and will continue 

to take a back seat to the present use. Other substantial 
areas of land on the Islands are committed for private 

use or government use (for example, Metro's Filtration 
Plant). Still other areas are inaccessible. It is not 
meaningful to me, in these circumstances, to talk of 
percentages of the whole, when determining the whole is 
such a relative factor. 

Although the area of the land is a factor, it is 
only one factor. Location may be just as, if not more, 
significant. One acre of land, strategically placed, 
may be far more valuable as parkland than a much larger 
tract in another location. 

It is true that the residential community is 
concentrated at one end of the Islands. I can appreciate 
theicomment thabcit iise"eut 76cfcthe cway"corstofs ‘fo «the 
side". This does not, however, take away from the fact 
that the community takes up Island space which could 
otherwise be valuable as parkland. Indeed, the expansion 
of the Toronto Island Park would logically follow to the 
east. 

Another argument raised in support of the retention 


of the community is the failure of Metro to have a detailed 
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plan of what it would do if the residential lands were 
to be developed as parkland. I think that a most unfair 
contention. How on earth could Metro or Metro staff be 
expected to prepare any plans for development in such 

a sea of uncertainty? Have not the residents failed 

to keep the homes up because of the same uncertainty? 

Further, the general concept of development 
described and proposed by Metro's Commissioner of Parks. 
and Property does not really require a specific plan, 
taking into account the passive "grass and flowers and 
trees" philosophy. 

In my description of other occupants on the Toronto 
Islands, I pointed out that there were certain exclusive 
private uses in addition to the residential use. I refer 
to the yacht clubs and radio transmission towers. 

The leases with Metropolitan Toronto of all aquatic clubs 
including the IYC, ‘OCYC and “RCYC were to°* mature on July esi 
1980. The die was cast for their renewal, being the subject 
of a detailed report from Metro's Commissioner of Parks and 
Property, dated July 15;°1980 5 eThat report, /proposing sthae 
Metro enter into 25-year leases with the boating clubs, was 
recommended for approval by Metro Executive on July 22, 1980 
and approved by Metro Council on September 9, 1980. 


In the result, I wanted to and did entertain testimony 


about and actually from these clubs. The approval of 
new leases for them afforded me a good opportunity to 


compare and distinguish. 


I heard it said many times that it was unfair 
to allow the yacht clubs to remain and require the 


residents to leave. 


is the position taken by Metro - to evict the 
residents and sustain the yacht clubs - consistent 
with the legislation? The transfer of the Toronto 
felenus to Metro, as of January 1, 1956, pursuant 
Pome uosecr top 1 Or section 210 Ob ihe’ Minicipality 
Of Metropolitan Toronto Act, was expressed to be 
"subject to the provision of then existing leases" 
and "for the purposes of section 204". Subsection 
meOL section 210 provides that if any of the land 
so transferred to Metro ceases to be used for any 
of the purposes of section 204, Metro is required 
Poaerdus er tiat dand to the City of Toronto, but 
that requirement does not apply to any land so 
long as it continues to be used as of January 1, 
1956, under any then existing lease or renewal or 


extension thereof. 


Section 204 refers to the acquisition by Metro 


of land "for and establishing, laying out and 


improving and maintaining public parks, zoological 


gardens, recreation areas, squares, avenues, boulevards 
and drives" (emphasis added). The maintenance of the 
residential community cannot by any: stretchhofithe 
imagination be said to fall within the purposes of 
section: 204... The-vachtycilubs.on: the, otherehand;) are 
presumably interpreted.as falling within that category, 
more specifically probably tied to the words "recreation 
areas". I cannot help but at least begin to explore the 
construction of the enquoted words of section 204. Is 
the: word. "public" descriptive. only of the.word."parks” 
Or,is*it:,intended to apply, as well, te “zoological 
gardens", "recreation areas", "squares", etc.? One 
would think that a "private park" as opposed to a 
"public park" would not fit within the purposes of 
section 204. Could it have been the intention of the 
Legislature to permit Metro to acquire "parks, zoological 
gardens, recreation areas, squares", etc..,..but.only yin 
the case of "parks" need they be "public"? The other 
way Of looking at it would require each of these entities 
to..be.*public™.«~ With«<respect: te. the, consideration) heres 
it would mean that only a "public recreation area" would 


fall within the purposes of section 204. 


What meaning is to be ascribed to the word "public"? 
It seems to me that it connotes a place to which members 


of the public have access and would include even a 


particular segment of the public, as for example the 
"boating public". It is clear from an examination of 
the structures of the three yacht clubs that neither 
members of the public nor even of the boating public 
have access to them and their facilities. This state 
of affairs can be distinguished from, for example, 

the Toronto Island Marina where members of the boating 
public may moor their boats. That Marina has limited 
facilities and, consequently, there does come a time 
when members of the boating public would be refused 
facilities. The evidence shows that the Toronto Island 
Marina takes applications on a first-come first-serve 
basis. That is a far different situation than exists 
at the yacht clubs. The way they are operated entails 
a private determination of who may use their facilities. 
The fact that none of these clubs have, according to 
the evidence, utilized in recent times the invocation 
of what is commonly known as the "blackball" does not 
really come into the picture. Theiact-ls ‘that 
there is the capability inscribed in their procedures 
of exercising in a private and potentially arbitrary 
way access to and enjoyment of the "recreational area" 


on public lands. 


It is interesting -to note, in this context, -an 


argument that was advanced before the Ontario Court of 


Appealbrinwit$d6.san Atkinson et al. v. Municipality 


of Metropolitan yforontos)inethatsecase, gthe:aslend 


residents were challenging Metro's By-law 220-73 


on a number of grounds. That by-law purported to 


terminate the tenancies of the residential properties. 


One of the grounds that was put forward was that the 


by-law discriminated between the residents 


and the 


three yacht clubs. Mr. Justice Howland, now the 


Chief Justice of Ontario, in writing the Judgment for 


the Court, had the following to say: 


Furthermore, Metro had power to acquire lands for park 
purposes from time to time as it saw fit to do so. Under s. 204 
of the Act, Metro had the power to pass by-laws to acquire 
land for public parks and recreation areas. Under s. 210, both 
the Jands leased to the three yacht clubs and the lands on Al- 
gonquin and Ward’s Islands were vested in Metro for the pur- 
poses of s. 204, subject to the existing leases or extensions 
thereof. If the lands ceased to be used for the purposes of 
s. 204, then by s. 210(5), Metro was, thereupon, to transfer 
such lands to the City of Toronto. The effect of the termina- 
tion of the residential leases was that the lands which had 
been subject to those leases were then vested in Metro for the 
purposes of parks and recreation areas. If Metro only requires 
the lands subject to the residential Jeases for such purposes 
and can acquire such lands by terminating the existing leases, 
it did not have to acquire the yacht club properties which 
were already being used for recreational purposes, even though 
on a private membership basis. (emphasis added) 
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Certainly the Court of Appeal found that the yacht 
clubs constitute a recreational purpose. The Court made 
mention of the character of the yacht clubs being a 
private one. Can the words used by the Court of Appeal 
be translated into an endorsement by that Court of the 
principle that a "private" recreational purpose is 
permissible within the terms of section 204? The Court 
expressed no concern in noting that the recreational 
use waS a private one. Yet, it did not have to face 
the issue squarely. The yacht clubs were in existence 
under leaseuypniorn to January eb, -b956... Theimestatus 
as lessees continued during the currency of the case 
before the Court of Appeal in 1976 (and has been sustained 
for the present and beyond). It was not contended in the 
argument of the appeal in question that the yacht clubs 
should have to leave the Toronto Islands, but only that 
the residents should be able to stay. Under the circum- 
stances, the Court of Appeal did not, in my view, have 
to decide upon the legislative legitimacy of the yacht 
clubs. 

I must not develop this issue further. It becomes 
a complex matter of legal speculation which would 
transgress my terms of reference. The extent of my 
excursion into this area has been purely to give the 
reader a measure of insight into the legislative context 


of uses on Toronto Islands. For my purposes, I take it as 
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constant that the yacht clubs will remain on the Islands, 
all other things being equal, for a period of 25 years 
at least. 

Quite apart from the statutory framework, is it 
justified on public land to prefer one private use 
(the yacht clubs) over another private use (the residences) ? 

A number of considerations must be included in 

answering such a question, but surely one of them relates 
to what use the land best lends itself? The notion that 
it makes sense to have yacht clubs on the Islands was put 
to me by a citizen at an informal hearing in less than 
eloquent terms, but driven home nonetheless: "A yacht club 
to function, I suppose, needs land and water, and that 
does exist at the Island in the proper combination." With 
the shortage of facilities for boaters evidenced by the 
waiting lists at various clubs and marinas, it makes sense 
to sustain facilities such as yacht clubs at those limited 
locations where they can function. No such peculiar 
geographical limitations can be claimed by residential 
communities. 

Another matter which deserves attention in looking 
at the yachtielubs vis-a-vis (Cheiresidedt tal seomman iy, 
has to do with physical access. By and large, the yacht 
clubs are private enclaves with access to them restricted 
to members and guests. This applies to the total acreage 


within their leased perimeters. Such a state of affairs 
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has been brought about either by geography in the sense of 
being "“waterlocked" or the erection of fencing as a barrier. 
iam not saying: thatjthis ds notithe wayeit.should: bé./ Tt 
simply issthe way that it is,- That is not the case in: the 
residential community. The streets and sidewalks within 
the residential community are no different than streets 

and sidewalks on the mainland. Visitors to the Islands 

are free, should they wish, to walk or cycle through the 
communities on Ward's and Algonquin. 

There was evidence before me that the yacht clubs 
offer certain activities which, to their credit, see them 
assuming the, roleso£f .goodecitizgens.” By «way-of illustration, 
I mention here the junior sailing programmes not limited to 
children of members; also the sailing programme for the blind 
Operated by. the Island Yacht Club in conjunction with the 
Canadian National institute tfor the Blind. So; too, «does 
the residential community serve the public in certain ways. 
On winter weekends, members of the public are notified by 
posting that one of the homes on each of Ward's and 
Algonquin is available to Island visitors for hospitality 
purposes. This hospitality,,. ‘anranged on.a rotation basis, 
includes coffee service and the making available of wash- 
room facilities. 

In the case of the yacht clubs, the use is one of 
recreation and pleasure. The residences are used for a 
less glamorous and more vital purpose: housing. For the 
vast majority of Island residents, it is the only place 


they live. 
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It is difficult to ignore the realities of the 
housing market in the Metropolitan Toronto area. 
Although an accommodation shortage may be a fact of 
life for large metropolitan centres to-day, one must 
think carefully before doing anything which would 
aggravate an already serious problem. 

The land acreage allocated to the yacht clubs 
exceeds that upon which the residential community 
stands. 

The leases with the radio stations demand examination. 
Once again, I repeat that when Metro took the Islands over, 
it was only for parks and recreation purposes, Subject to 
the provisions of then existing leases. 

With respect to the CKFH towers, there was a lease in 
existence when Metro assumed the Islands. I cannot tell, 
from the evidence before me, the full details of the CKFH 
lease history and, therefore, whether Metro was bound to 
continue the arrangement. In passing, I note that the 
CKFH towers are located on lands shown as being occupied 
by Metro Works. 

The situation relating to the CKEY lease is much 
different. The lands occupied by CKEY on Gibraltar Point 
are on what could be considered part of the public area. 
Moreover, the arrangement was first made with Metro. One 
would have to be the Oracle at Delphi to convince me that 
the use of lands in conjunction with radio transmission 


by a private broadcaster constitutes a parks or recreation 
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use. Although we are talking only slightly more than two 
acres, it seems to me somehow that a principle is involved. 

The contention is made that Metro has not demonstrated 
a "need" for the residential lands in question. It is 
phrased in terms that the onus is on Metro to prove that 
the residential acreage is required for parkland purposes. 
I do not agree that there is an onus on Metro. On the 
contrary, sight should not be lost of the legislative mandate 
of Metro to develop the park, with the inclusion of the 
residential area. 

Simply for the purposes of argument, however, how can 
a need for parkland be demonstrated? It might be an easy 
question to answer in terms of a neighbourhood or local 
park. In the case of a regional park, however, the 
question becomes somewhat more complicated. This is 
especially so here because there already is a park on the 
Islands. It is not an "all-or-nothing-at-all" situation . 
Therefore, it is not a matter of there being no park if 
the community should remain. Rather, it is a question of 
degree. 

The Parks Commissioner for the City of Toronto seems 
to think that the "shoulder-to-shoulder" test should be 
used before being concerned with more acreage. I think 
that is absurd. .While the question of crowding is a 
judgment call, I have not heard evidence of the Toronto 
Tslands being: crowded. I do*not.see lineups for ferry 


service as constituting crowding in the Park. 
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It is appropriate, when looking to future use, to 
look at past and present use. In this instance, the 
use has been and is residential. If the 
residential community lands were now vacant, I would 
personally not recommend that a new housing development 
be constructed there "from scratch". I cannot, however, 
ignore the fact that there is a community there. 

There were submissions made to me that mixing uses 
is in accordance with modern planning philosophy. Nothing 
that I have heard convinces me that the residential 
community and the park cannot co-exist. 

If based only upon the experience of the last decade, 
I must conclude that despite the beauty and uniqueness of 
the Toronto Island Park, there is no indication that its 
usage is going to increase in the the foreseeable future. 

I heard conflicting evidence on the projected impact 
of the energy-crisis,)facing» uss. The® proposition*was. made 
by an expert witness that energy supply and cost will 
contribute to a stay-at-home trend. Another expert witness 
did not see the cost of energy as having increased in real 
terms. Frankly, it is such a complicated ,issue that I did 
not feel I was in a position to assess the evidence put 
before me and make a meaningful prognosis. What was I 
going to do with evidence put before me that, for example, 
at one time there were 5.78 billion barrels of total 


established recoverable reserves of oil in Canada? 
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Population projections made in the previous two 
decades have not proved to be accurate and estimates 
for demographic changes have been revised downward by 
planners inboth the City of Toronto and Metropolitan 
Toronto. Based upon these new projections, there will 
be less of a consumer population to make demands upon 
parkland in 2001 than previously contemplated. 

Taking the sum total of all my considerations, I 
come to the conclusion that, while additional parkland 
would be an appropriate use for the residential lands, 
the argument for a continued community at this time is 
more compelling and it is the more appropriate use. 

The recommendations in this Report reflect the 
conclusion I have reached. They deal with the commit- 
ment of the lands for residential use for a period of 
time. 

I have based my findings on the situation to-day. 
What if the demographic projections prove to be signifi- 
cantly inaccurate and there is, for whatever reason, a 
sudden population surge requiring parkland? What if 
the energy situation proves to be a factor that I could 
not fathom and leads to a substantially greater visitor 
interest in the Islands? Either of these possibilities 
being realized,combined with a greater capacity for 
access to the Islands,could result in a heavily increased 
usage of Toronto Island Park. Other events or trends 
could drastically change the picture I saw, in advance 


of the expiry of the period of time for which the land 
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is committed to residential use. 

What is the safeguard? It is the same safeguard that 
exists in cases wherein property is involved and the general 
good requires that property. I speak of expropriation. In 
this connection, I make reference again to section 204 of 


The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto Act , which authorizes 
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Metro to acquire parks and recreation areas. To this, I would 
add reference to subsection 4 of section 2 of the same statute, 
by which Metro is deemed to be a municipality under The 
Expropriations Act. 

I could not put it in better terms than those used by 
Mr. Peter Atkinson, on the first day of the Commission's 
formal hearings: 


One cannot say that one community 
would remain in existence in per- 
petuity. “Tt is-suffticiente’ for 
our purposes to say that it is 
our position that the Toronto 
Island community should be allowed 
to remain at least until ... 
situations arise where it would 
otherwise be obliged to leave. 
Now those kinds of situations 
could occur in any community and 
I'm not just sure what they are 
and I would like to have it put 
that the Toronto Island Community 
Should be allowed to have the 
same status as any other community 
in the City of Toronto and leave 
it at. that. Tiuwoultdn) want -to 
see the emphasis placed on "in 
perpetuity" because it would seem 
to--accord to the "Toronto Isrand 
Community even greater status 
than other communities within the 
City. of “Toronto, 


Attrition Approach 

Bill 5, commonly known as the attrition Bill, has 
been described in some detail earlier in this Report 
in the section called "At Queen's Park" in the Chapter 
on "Electoral Positions". It is not my intention to 


repeat its description here. 


ahs. 


The Bill is said to offer two particularly positive 


features: that Metro will eventually be assured of its 


parkland; and that those defined as occupants will be 


able to remain for life. These are valid observations, 


so far as they go. Adopting the attrition approach, 
there would certainly be no mass eviction, nor would 
the residents of some 222 year-round households be 
cast upon to-day's accommodation-seeking market at 
virtually the same time. 

The Honourable Larry Grossman had some very 
interesting comments on Bill 5 which he noted had been 
Ga lled «the ."slow ideath') Bik. .To.call-bt sthat,,-he 
stated, is to neglect the fact that it also provides 
some "continuing life". He felt that the Bill is an 
option which ought to be looked at and indicated that 
it had a «positive sside,.-tromia -political.point of 
view. In his words: "I firmly believe that the 
problem surrounding the Islands issue ... is that 
there are few people who have looked at the issue on 
its merits alone. It is firmly my belief that over 


time, as more and more people get elected to Metro 
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Council who do not have personal, highly personal and 
intense emotions involved in the issue, that they can 
begin to assess the issue more objectively. I do not 
think one can ignore the fact that there are Metro 
Councillors who are being asked to determine the Islands 
issue, in the context of some fierce battles that have 
gone on, that have been fought over the years: some on 

a personal level, and that it has in some cases boiled 
down to some members of Metro Council being determined 

to win a particular battle, against particular people, 
who happen to occupy particular homes on the Toronto 
Islands." Mr. Grossman added that it had been his 

hope that at the very least, Bill 5 would buy some more 
time, so that almost all of the Toronto Islands community 
would still be there at the time Metro Council would have 


on it a majority of Councillors who could approach the 


issue on the merits only, devoid of their past embarrassments, 


their past hardened positions, their past disputes and their 


past intense personal confrontations with the Island resi- 
dents. 

While what Mr. Grossman stated may make political 
sense, I dare not venture into the arena of political 
speculation. Moreover, I think frankly that there is 
no time available to buy. 

An examination of Bill 5 on its merits, and the 
projection of its application were it implemented, 


convey to me a sense of tremendous problems in prospect. 


Take the provision of the Bill requiring Metro and 
the City of Toronto to maintain the level of municipal 
services, including bus and ferry service, existing on 
the day the Act would come into force. True enough, 
this requirement is qualified by a clause to the effect 
that if a lower level of services prevails in the City 
of Toronto from time to time, the lower level would be 
legally acceptable. 

Look at the Metro Parks ferry service. It is the 
only ferry service. There would be no opportunity ever 
to provide a lower level of service based upon compara- 
tive services in the City, since there simply are none. 
The ferry service already operates at an annual deficit, 
with the greatest budget strain occurring during the 
off-season. During winter freeze-up, the ferry service 
relies mainly upon the ferry “Ongiara" with its ice- 
breaking capabilities. Certain costs of the operation 
of the "Ongiara" are undoubtedly fixed; other costs are 
dependent upon the number of runs and the hours of 
service. With attrition, the revenues from the Island 
residents would steadily decline to the point where the 
costs of operation and the passengers carried would 
present an absurd question. So far as I am aware, Metro 
Parks does not have a smaller boat capable of negotiating 
ice. I suppose it would be possible to expect dwindling 
numbers of passengers to travel by bus to cross by the 
Toronto Island Airport ferry, the "Maple City", as they 


do now when the "Ongiara" is unable to navigate the ice 
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or is out of commission. Would the remaining residents 
have a valid complaint if they claimed that such a 
course constituted a reduction in services? Apart from 
the finances, friction between the residents and Metro 
could be expected. 

Needless to say, the bus service would become more 
and more out of whack, ultimately to become a private 
chauffeur service. 

Other municipal services such as garbage pickup, 
road and sidewalk upkeep, and street lighting maintenance 
would all be required at the same level, despite the 
reduction in household numbers. There are other examples 
which could be cited. 

Moreover, chances are that attrition would not occur 
in an orderly geographical fashion, but likely on a helter- 
skelter arrangement. The necessary services would have 
to embrace a geographical base which would not shrink as 
quickly as the households. I have not even referred to 
what the status of non-municipally operated utilities 
would be. 

From an economics point of view, the attrition 
approach would become a "Sore thumb" until its ultimate 
amputation. Robert Bundy, Metro's Parks and Property 
Commissioner, agreed that from a financial point of 
view, the attrition Bill does not make sense. 

Over what period of time would this occur? By 


definition, an "occupant" entitled to a lease must have 
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reached the age of majority. Let us postulate that the 
youngest "occupant“is in the vicinity of age 20 years and 
entitled to a lease. Assuming he or she were to live on 
the Toronto Islands for the balance of his or her life, 
and allowing him or her the longevity of an octogenarian, 
attrition would span some 60 years. This is, of course, 
all conjecture. 

The Bill also contains a provision that neither 
Metro nor the City of Toronto is required to provide 
municipal services to the residential lands at a level 
higher than the level existing on the day the Act comes 
into force. Such being the case, there would be no 
municipal duty to provide a sewage system. This does 
not mean that it would not be permissible to do so, but 
simply that no duty exists. 

From the evidence I have heard, without the extension 
of the sewer system to the residential portions of the 
Islands, it would not be worthwhile to save the homes. 

The attrition factor would, in my view, make the installa- 
tion of sewage facilities for the residences economically 
unfeasible. 

Capital costs necessary to install the sewage system 
would involve a highly risky investment. The same would 
apply to the costs of new watermains required on Ward's and 
any other capital expenditures. Elizabeth Amer, Co-Chairman, 
of the Toronto Island Residents' Association, estimated that 
with attrition the community would be reduced to one-half 


in seven to ten years. 
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The wording of Bill 5 is such that it ties the 
"occupant" to particular lands with respect to which 
he or she had a leasehold interest or on which he or 
she resided. If it should happen that fire safety 
dictates a relocation of the residence, the individual 
would be "out of luck". 

With attrition, Island residents would be reluctant 
to invest in their homes, as the sense of "community" 
would rapidly disappear. Whatever anyone's current 
view is of the residential community, it would certainly 
become an eyesore, and hardly enhance the aesthetics of 
the neighbouring parkland. 

The definition of "occupant" in Bill 5 causes me 
some concern in respect of the hardships that it might 
engender. "Occupant" is defined as a person who is over 
the age of eighteen who as of a certain date had a 
certain interest or claim arising out of a lease or was 
ordinarily resident on the Toronto Islands. The occupant 
is one person and it is only he or she who would be 
offered a lease by the City of Toronto. Assume that the 
head of a household is the occupant and becomes the lessee 
within the projected attrition Bill. By express provision, 
the duration of the lease can be no longer than "the life 
of the occupant". What if, for example, the lessee is the 
head of a family and is suddenly and tragically killed, 
leaving a spouse and children surviving? Pursuant to the 
Bill, the lease would immediately be deemed to be 


terminated and the family at the very moment of grief be 


as 


forced to vacate the premises. 

From the Metro Parks point of view, I do not see the 
prospect of attrition as being an attractive one during 
the period it would take to accomplish attrition finally. 
Above, I have said, in postulation, that the time-frame 
could endure 60 years. In that or whatever the duration, 
Metro, by statute, would be empowered to use the lands 
for park purposes or purposes related to the elderly. 

Notwithstanding that the Bill contemplates the 
City of Toronto being the direct landlord of the residents, 
I think it would be “asking for trouble", given the 
history, to promote a situation wherein Metro Parks and 
the remnant community would be neighbours in a checker- 
board pattern. It is one thing to mix uses. It is still 
another to intermingle uses. Besides, I seriously question 
whether it would be meaningful to develop a park use ina 
minute piecemeal mode within an aura of total contingency. 
The potential for an attrition solution lasting an unknown 
period should be weighed against, for example, a definite 
period of tenure which could at least bring clarity and 
stability to the scene. In practical terms, I believe 
that there is likely little, if any, park use, in an 
attrition programme, available to Metro until the last 
resident will have vacated. 

Use of vacated lands for purposes related to elderly 
persons is undoubtedly a noble one. My intuition is that 
the authors of the Bill had in mind that, in suitable 


instances, the homes would not be demolished. Rather 
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they would be used to house senior citizens. The 
relevant question was put to witness Ray Tomlinson, 
Commissioner of Social Services for Metro. His 
response makes it clear that the notion lacks 
viability: 


..-.-most of the seniors in 
our institutions require at 
least a level of care that 
would probably eliminate 
their capability of living 
in a small house on the 
Island, but one of the 
biggest problems would be 
wie“ Yack -O1 any SOLre Or 
centralized control if they 
were scattered throughout 
and the staffing required 

to control and supervise 
would just become astro- 
nonreal*You*ve got “to 
centralize the accommodation 
for the seniors to provide 
the services and programming 
necessary for them. 


in the’ Itqnt*of~my “analysis thus “far; -I -do-not “find 
it necessary to enter into a discussion of such matters as 
police and fire protection and the school situation within 
an attrition framework. Many of the factors already 
discussed would apply. 

The passage of Bill 5 would not be a wise move. Sooner 
than I would recommend its enactment, I would recommend that 
the Toronto Islands residential community be sacrificed. 

Before finally putting Bill 5 to rest for my purposes, 
I should direct some remarks to a concept in che Bill which 
will have a bearing upon my recommendations. The key 


individual identified in Bill 5 is the "adjudicator". It is 
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he or she who would decide all manner of things in 
resolving disputes, ascertaining levels or standards 
of services, determining responsibilities for costs, 
eb cetera, ine adjudicators role’ would dast untii 

the attrition process was at its final destination, 
perhaps many years away. According to the Bill, the 
adjudicator would be appointed by Cabinet. I am of 

the view that the Government of Ontario has properly 
become involved in this matter. I do not, however, 

see the Province having a long-term role in the Islands 
issue. To the extent that any legislation is indicated 
once the final resolution is reached, that legislation 
should be passed. Thereafter, the Province should, 


so to speak, "leave the scene". 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


Having reached the conclusions which I have, the 


main recommendation flows easily. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE FUTURE USE OF THE LANDS ON 
ALGONQUIN ISLAND AND WARD'S ISLAND 
IN THE CITY OF TORONTO, THAT ON THE 
19TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 19/79 WERE 
OCCUPIED AND USED FOR RESIDENTIAL 
PURPOSES, BE THE SAME AS THEIR USE 
ON THAT DATE, 


The lands comprising the Toronto Islands are a unique 
recreational resource. Even though part of the lands may 
be allocated for a period to a private residential use, 
ownership of the lands should always remain in the PupIIc 


domain. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE SUBJECT LANDS REMAIN NOW 
AND FOREVER IN PUBLIC OWNERSHIP, 


I have been proceeding on the basis that, for all 
practical purposes, the lands comprising the Toronto Islands, 
including the residential portions, but excepting the Toronto 
Island Airport, are now owned by Metropolitan Toronto, 
provided that they are used for parks and recreation. The 


legislative authority for this proposition is contained in 
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subsection 1 of section 210 of The Municipality of 
Metropolitan Toronto Act, the provision which invested the 
the lands in Metropolitan Toronto for the purposes of 
section 204 (parks and recreation purposes). All of this 
is subject, of course, to any interest that the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners may have. 

If the residential community is to remain, it would 
not be in keeping with the legislative terms under which 
these lands were vested in Metro. Indeed, the legislation 
goes further and actually contemplates the transfer of 
lands back to the City of Toronto should the lands not be 
used for purposes of parkland and recreation. It is 
unlikely that the Legislature could have foreseen, some 25 
years ago, what were to be the ensuing developments. 
Subsection 5 of section 210 of the Act deserves close 
examination at this stage. It reads as follows: 


If any of the land vested by this 
section in the Metropolitan 
Corporation and any land comprising 
Toronto Islands, which is hereafter 
conveyed by The Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners to the Metropolitan 
Corporation, ceases to be used for 
any of the purposes of section 204, 
the Metropolitan Corporation shall 
thereupon transfer such land to 
the~€rtyo€ \ forontes.and*no-compen— 
sation or damages shall be payable 
to the Metropolitan Corporation 

in respect thereof; provided this 
subsection does not apply to any 
land so long as it continues to be 
used as at the lst day of January, 
1956, under any then existing lease 
or renewal or extension thereof. 
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If the residential community does remain, it would 
not do so under a lease or renewal or extension of a lease 
existing as of January 1, 1956. The arrangement would be 
altogether new. It cannot be said that the residential 
lands have ceased to be used for parks and recreation 
purposes, because Metro has never used them for those 
purposes. 

Nonetheless, it is a fair interpretation of 
subsection 5 that, should the residential community be 
given a form of tenure, the fulfillment of that subsection 
as it now reads would require a reconveyance of the 
residential areas to the City of Toronto. Since I am 
looking at the entire matter afresh, I take the position 
that such a reconveyance need not necessarily follow, but 
the question should be re-examined in the context On «aul 
of my recommendations. 

While the City of Toronto would like to see the 
residential lands transferred to it, I see little strength 
in any argument put forward to justify such a transfer. 

On the other hand, there are a number of cogent reasons 
why Metropolitan Toronto should retain ownership. 

Fragmented ownership is all too prevalent in the 
central waterfront and, so far as I can tell, thacirscare 


of affairs has certainly not enhanced expeditious and 
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comprehensive planning. So far as it can be - given 

that the Toronto Island Airport is in different hands - 
the Toronto Islands should have a single owner. One body 
Should be able to face the future head-on in a consistent 
and even-handed manner. The Toronto Islands are primarily 
a regional resource operated for the benefit of the 

people in the region by, from what I have seen, a strong 
and able regionally oriented Department - Metro Parks. . 
The same Department operates the essential mode of access 
to and from the Islands in the form of the ferry service. 


It makes sense to leave ownership in Metropolitan Toronto. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE OWNERSHIP OF THE 
RESIDENTIAL PORTIONS OF THE 
TORONTO ISLANDS BE IN THE 
MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO, NOTWITHSTANDING 
THEIR RESIDENTIAL USE, 


Regarding the subject of title to the Toronto Islands, 
I repeat my belief that the Toronto Harbour Commissioners 
still have a very real legal interest in a sizeable tract 
of the Islands, including residential portions. It is not 
meaningful that they should retain such an interest. In 
the words of Commissioner Karl Jaffary, "we do feel a 
little awkward being the landlord of the land on which 


most of the homes sit". The Harbour Commissioners agreed 
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to convey title to either the City or Metro, subject to 
the approval of the Federal Government. That approval 
was obtained on July 12, 1956, but no formal transfer was 
made. It should be made, and to Metro. My comments here 
do not apply to the Island Airport lands of which the 
Toronto Harbour Commissioners appear to own about 75 


per cent. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE TORONTO HARBOUR 
COMMISSIONERS FORMALLY CONVEY TO 
THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO OWNERSHIP OR WHATEVER OTHER 
LEGAL INTEREST THEY MAY HAVE IN 
THE LANDS COMPRISING THE TORONTO 
ISLANDS, EXCEPT SUCH PORTIONS OF 
ALL SUCH LANDS AS ARE SET ASIDE 
AND USED OR REQUIRED FOR THE 
PURPOSES OF THE TORONTO ISLAND 
AIRPORT, 


The next point to be dealt with relates to the 
municipal administration of a continued residential 
community. Metro's Parks and Property Commissioner testified 
that his Department is equipped to administer the community. 
Certainly, Metro Parks is already located on the Islands 
and has been landlord of the residential community for many 


years. In June of 1980, there was an amalgamation of the 
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Parks Department and Property Department. Metro has an 
inventory of residential properties which are managed by 
the Parks and Property Department. 

Metro services for the Islands include the ferry 
and bus operations, refuse collection and water supply. 
Police protection is provided at the Metropolitan Toronto 
level. The sewer system already on the Islands, which I 
consider so vital to a continued community, is a Metro 
Parks endeavour. Because the Islands are such a unique 
resource for all of Metro, any residential area should 
be wholly compatible with the primary parkland setting. 
Metro would, if it administered the community, be ina 
front line position to ensure that this happens. 

On the negative side, it was Metropolitan Toronto 
Council which, 1nj)1973 ;;attery looking ats the,matter care— 
fully, made a deliberate choice to bring the residential 
community to an end. The past several years have seen 
court battles between Metro and the Islanders and this 
has obviously taken its toll. There has been, since 1973, 
a Significant amount of friction between "Metro" and the 
residents. This is not to suggest that either "party" 
was ever at fault. The parties were operating at cross- 
purposes, often on collision course, and some collisions 


occurred. 
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It would be unwise in my view to thrust these 
parties together now. 

Directing attention to the broader perspective, was 
it ever the intention that a regional government, such as 
Metro, be involved in the day-to-day matters of a 
neighbourhood? I think not. Moreover, and of extreme 
significance, the broad population of Metro should not be 
supporting a community in a particular area municipality 
and shouldering the financial responsibility for those 
services normally provided by the local government. This 
should not happen, even in appearance. 

The Crty “of; Toren toyen, che other hand; “supports the 
retention of the Island community. It sees the residential 
community on the Islands as a vital part of its history. 
Evidence given and arguments made before the Commission 
at its hearings clearly demonstrate that the City of 
Toronto is ready, willing and anxious to govern the Island 
community. The very demeanour of City officials who 
testified gave me the sense that the Islanders have a 
great deal of support and sumpathy available to them at 
Ene cCiry “sitde"or-City™narl. 

That the City of Toronto is equipped to deal with 
the administration of a retained Island community cannot 


be questioned. If the residential community is to be 
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preserved, there are many planning aspects that would 
require early attention. These include matters of elevation 
and relocation of Island homes. There must be immediate 
resolution of any contests arising with respect to the 
occupation of particular residences. It is more suitable 
and preferable that the local municipality become involved 
with neighbourhood matters. 

If the ownership of the lands remained with Merear 
Metro would still have the opportunity to ensure compati- 


bility of the residential area with the Toronto Island Park. 


IT RECOMMEND THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO 
ADMINISTER A CONTINUED TORONTO 
ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY, 


Examining now the question of the size of a continued 
Island community, there are two significant arguments in 
Support of expanding it: economics and the provision of 
additional housing. 

An expanded community would be financially more 
attractive. It would spread capital and operation costs 
of works and services over a broader base. On the face of 
it, additional services such as neighbourhood shops might 
become viable. Winter ferry service deficits would likely 
be reduced. The making available of more housing 


accommodation in the City is a desirable goal in itself. 
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The last official vote at Toronto City Council supported 
an expansion population-wise of something close to doubling. 

On the other side of the coin, an expanded community 
would involve costs to be borne where they should not be. 
A doubling of the community, for example, would require 
the acquisition by Metro of an additional ice-breaking 
vessel to provide winter transportation to the increased 
population, at an estimated cost of more than $1,000,000. 
Other costs of a similar nature may be entailed, such as 
for ancillary bus service. 

By far the most compelling argument against expanding 
the geographical area of the residential community is that 
it would subtract parkland acreage. I have already stated 
that if the residential community were not there now and 
the lands were vacant, I would not recommend that a new 
housing development be constructed there. It would contra- 
dict the views I hold, after having studied all of the issues 
involved, to put forward a recommendation which would take 
away existing parkland. 

The retention of the community at its current 
geographical size would still allow for some flexibility 
which would be desirable in the event that, for safety 
purposes, relocation of certain residences to vacant lots 


now available were required. 
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It should be recognized, as well, that the 
community, aS a community, has survived and thrived for a 
sufficient number of years now to demonstrate that it is 


viable at its present size. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY 
ON THE TORONTO ISLANDS REMAIN 
ESSENTIALLY AT ITS PRESENT SIZE, 


The vehicle for implementing a scenario which aon see 
Metro continuing to own the lands, and at the same time 
allowing the City to administer the community, is a lease 
from Metro to the City. The lands which are the subject of 
such a lease should be such that would amount to the least 
intrusion possible upon the parkland. The lease to the 
City would include the lands upon which the houses and 
Clubhouses now sit, the vacant lots within the residential 
areas, and the roads and sidewalks adjacent thereto. Such 
a division would afford Metro Parks the opportunity to 
continue to develop its parkland programme in the eastern 
section in a manner which is complementary to the residential 
area. The actual details on a metes and bounds basis should 
be worked out by the City and Metro, and should allow some 
flexibility that may appear sensible when the details are 


negotiated. 


355) 


I RECOMMEND THAT A LEASE OF THE RESIDENTIAL 
LANDS AS THEY CURRENTLY EXIST, 
ALLOWING FOR SOME PLANNING 
FLEXIBILITY, BE GRANTED BY THE 
MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO TO THE CITY OF TORONTO, 


Concerning the length of such a lease, a number of 
factors should be taken into account. The term should be 
long enough. to arfonud fatperrod of stability yvior all 
concerned. It should also make sense from an economic point 
of view, bearing in mind municipal capital expenditures 
such as the installation of a sewer system and the investment 
required to bring the homes up to standards. The evidence 
suggests that a period in the neighbourhood of 25 years 
would be appropriate. A time-frame in this order would 
commit the lands in question for about a generation and 
afford an opportunity for reassessment at that time. 

It would be unhealthy for the dispute to arise again in 
this generation. 

There is a particular prospective event that suggests 
that the term should be for slightly less than 25 years. 

The recently authorized leases for the yacht clubs on 
Toronto Islands will expire on July 31, 2005. Metropolitan 
Toronto will be faced before that date with deciding whether 


those lease arrangements should be extended. If the length 
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of the lease to the City of Toronto were also to mature 
on that date, Metro would be in a position, assessing all 
circumstances prevailing then, to look at the two types 
of private uses at once. The period of time suggested 
would be long enough to give the community stability, yet 


protect the potential needs of the next generation. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE LEASE FROM THE 
MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO TO THE CITY OF TORONTO 
BE FOR A PERIOD UNTIL JULY 31, 
2005, 


A continued residential community will be on lands 
that would otherwise have been parkland available for the 
citizens of Metropolitan Toronto. Metropolitan Toronto 
and its population st accordingly, enjoy the benefit 
of an appropriate income by way of rent from the City of 
Toronto. That rent should be based upon the fair market 
value of the lands, not as parkland, but as lands used for 
residential purposes. If that value cannot be agreed upon, 
it should be determined by arbitration. Periodic rental 
reviews should be required to ensure that Metro is ina 
position to reap the benefits of any profits arising from 
the community. Such reviews should be conducted at 


intervals of no longer than five years. 
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I RECOMMEND THAT THE RENT PAYABLE FROM THE 
CITY OF TORONTO TO THE MUNICIPALITY 
OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO BE AT 
THE FAIR MARKET VALUE OF LANDS USED 
FOR RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES, AND BE 
SUBJECT TO REVIEW AT INTERVALS OF 
NOT MORE THAN FIVE YEARS, FAILING 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE PARTIES, THE 
RATES SHOULD BE DETERMINED BY 
ARBITRATION, 


T turn now to the subject of the residents of the 
Toronto Islands. 

Tt is my view that, “apart from the special Act of 
the Legislature suspending Metro's process until July l, 
1981, no person has any right to reside on the Toronto 
Islands. It is my further view that no person has a claim 
to ownership in any Island home. Metro owns the lands and 
the residences. 

Who should be allowed to live on the Islands? 

Because the spirit of the main recommendation is to 
preserve the present community, the approach should be to 
protect its present full-time members. 

The record shows that the vast majority of Island 
residences are occupied on a year-round basis by the same 
people, making it their sole place of abode. This is a 
situation which has become more pronounced in recent years, 


with a number of previously seasonal residents opting for 
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full-time residence on the Islands. "Summer Islanders" 
or, as they would prefer to call themselves, "permanent 
but less than full-time Islanders", make up but a small 
percentage of the residents on the Islands and for the 

most part are concentrated at Ward's. 

It is the submission of the Island residents that 
there ought not to be any more summer residents, but that 
the current ones should be protected. What is being 
advocated for them is a "grandparent clause" or a form of 
actrition. 

Statistics show that the remaining "Summer Islanders" 
have longer residential ties to the Islands than the Island 
residential population as a whole. There are undoubtedly 
some elderly persons involved. I am sure that, as was put 
to me, they have "contributed to the life and spirit of 
the community". It is likely that they have supported the 
fight to save the community. 

At the same time, the summer residents have somewhere 
else to live in the off-season. They have two places of 
residence, and stay on the Islands for a time within their 
discretion. It cannot be said that an Island home is their 
only place of "Shelter". If my main recommendation is 
implemented, all other things being equal, the summer 


residents will be in a position to take up full-time 
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residence on the Islands should they decide to do so. 
Failing that, it seems to me that to permit a continuation 
of seasonal residence on the Islands (even on an attrition 
basis) would contradict one of the hallmarks leading to my 
main recommendation: the preservation of one's very home. 
While it is only a sense, I believe that most people would 
share my view in this regard. Any continued community on 
the Toronto Islands cannot afford the luxury of providing 
a summer cottage to anyone. 
I RECOMMEND THAT ISLAND RESIDENCE BE 
RESTRICTED TO THOSE WHO PLAN 


AND UNDERTAKE TO RESIDE THERE 
ON A YEAR-ROUND BASIS. 


The statistics gathered by the Commission show that 
62 (roughly one-quarter) of the households are "tenant" 
occupied, with the "landlord" living elsewhere. A total of 
151 people live in those 62 homes. Some of the absentee 
"landlords" may have lived on the Islands and left with no 
intention of ever returning. Others may have left due to 
the instability of the tenure situation. With the creation 
of stability, some absentees might be inclined to return. 
If that should occur, a contest might be created with the 


current occupant. Who should have priority: The answer 
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cannot come easily because each situation will have its 

own history and individual circumstances. Generally 
speaking, however, the "landlord " will have been collecting 
rent for property which he or she did not "own" at any 
timevaftersAughst 31 ~ 1O75% Therefore, any rents that have 
been collected have been a bonus to which they could not 
fairly lay claim. On the basis that the current members 

of the community are deserving of protection; Fr amoved to 
the conclusion that the current resident must be preferred 
to the absentee. To follow such a line may work a hardship 
or bring about a situation which, in the individual case, 
does not seem fair. In those instances where the absentee 
wishes to return and the residence is taken up by the 
"tenant", the absentee should be given some priority to 
other Island accommodation which is then or may become 


available. 


I RECOMMEND THAT, IN A CONTINUED RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY, THE CURRENT OCCUPANT 
BE GIVEN PREFERENCE OVER AN 
ABSENTEE “OWNER” AND THAT AN 
ABSENTEE “OWNER” BE GIVEN 
PREFERENCE OVER ANY NEWCOMER, 


559 


What should be the arrangement between ie -CLty Gs 
Toronto and the individual residents? The problem is 
mind-boggling. I repeat my view that Metro owns the 
lands and houses. In law, the Islanders are entitled 
to nothing. The scheme, as I envisage it, will allow 
them to remain in their homes and the community to 
continue. 

Certain undesirable features could flow from giving 
the community a renewed life. To grant a form ‘of tenure 
in the housing market where none existed before is to 
create instantly an asset of substantial wortiharebeeelends 
itself to windfall gains, corresponding profits and a field 
for speculation. We must jealously guard against any of 
these eventualities. The formulation of the details of a 
leasing mechanism which will prevent profiteering in these 
circumstances is difficult, to be sure. Nevertheless, I 
do believe it can be accomplished. 

The previous leases were non-compensable and no 
resident, even though he or she may have been a tenant of 
Metro, can expect to receive equity. Indeed, the Islanders 
have said their homes are for shelter and enjoyment and not 
for investment. They should be given leases bythe, Cietynort 
Toronto for specific periods of time, not to exceed three 
years, the rent being at fair market value, to be explained 
later. Assuming they comply with the terms of the lease, 
lessees should have the right to renew automatically up until 


the date that the head lease between Metro and the City expires 
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on July 31, 2005. On that date, there should be no 
compensation to the tenant. Should the tenant leave 
before the expiry of the lease or a renewal thereof, 
then the lease should be deemed at an end. To allow 
the lease to be placed on the market for assignment 
by the lessee is to open the door to undeserved 
private profit at public expense and to pave the way 
for speculation. It would make one think twice about 
why the community had been preserved. 

In the scheme I propose, the City would inherit 
the surrendered lease and replace the tenant. It 
could place the house on the rental market, with or 
without selection criteria. It could arrange that a 
percentage of homes be let on a subsidized basis to 
permit low income families to live on the Islands. This 
may be indicated for some Islanders at the very outset. 
The City might wish to arrange a programme of non-profit 
housing. Any number of existing schemes are available 
and there is room for innovative ideas. 

the iCity-wowld;an ef£fectyube COtal] yan cenerol 
by holding the "key" to the situation: the exclusive 
right!-to? grantia Weace. 

Cognizance must be taken, however, of the realities 
of the general condition of disrepair of the Island resi- 
dences at the present time. Many of them will require 
heavy expenditures simply to bring them to minimum standards. 
The absence of a right to assign a lease would certainly 


serve as a disincentive to spend large sums. For that 
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reason, although I still maintain that the leases should 
be non-compensable as of July 31, 2005, I tnink HeLonly 
reasonable that a lessee be reimbursed by the City, upon 
the early surrender of a lease, for the basic improvements 
made. As I see it, the reimbursement would be for the 
depreciated value of the improvements the lessee made 
during the term of the lease, taking into account as well 
the factor of the length of the remaining term of the 
City's head lease with Metro. The City would indirectly 
recoup these reimbursement payments as they would be 
reflected in the enhanced worth and resultant increased 
rents when the property were re-leased. 

Carefully detailed provisions in the leases should 
outline reimbursement regulations. One would not want 
to see the City give reimbursement for what might be 
called lavish decoration. Perhaps a system of prior 
approval or agreement could be incorporated. 

Although the tenant would have no right to assign 
a lease, there should be some flexibility for subletting 
with the consent of the City in instances where the tenant 
is required to leave for a short period (for example, be- 
cause of an employment assignment), but it is his or her 
intention to return. 

The extent to which, if at all, a co-operative housing 
scheme, and I am thinking particularly but not exclusively 
of the Toronto Island Residents' Housing Co-operative Inc., 
could be woven into the plan proposed, I am not sure. So 


long as the broad general principles enunciated (if adopted) 


are respected, the actual details become less significant. 
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Now I turn to a discussion of what I mean by fair 
market value in these circumstances. I mean the value 
of the land and of the residence in its current unrepaired 
condition. In other words, a lessee should not have to 
pay a higher rental reflecting the repair or improvement 
costs which he or she will be bearing. 

So long as the lessee continues to be the lessee, 
even after the repairs or improvements are completed and 
even though there may be renewals intervening, there should 
be no rental increase arising from any enhanced value of the 
residence resulting from the repairs or improvements paid for 
by the lessee. I would include any connection costs for 
Sewage and water supply hook-up in the category of repairs 
and improvements. 

So, in the ultimate case of new construction, the-fair 
market value of the land alone would be the applicable rental 
rate. If such a tenant were to surrender his or her lease 
before 2005, he or she would be entitled to reimbursement 
according to the formula already mentioned. 

In instances of relocation, it would be reasonable to 
include in the repairs and improvements category all costs 
to move the residence to its new site. Reimbursement upon 
early surrender could reflect relocation costs according 
to the prescribed formula. 

I should not presume to set down here all of the 


necessary details. 


I RECOMMEND 


I RECOMMEND 


THAT THE LEASING PROGRAMME BY 
THE CITY OF TORONTO BE SUCH THAT 
THERE IS NO ROOM FOR WINDFALL 
GAINS, CORRESPONDING PROFITS OR 
SPECULATION IN TORONTO ISLAND 
HOMES. 


THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO GRANT 
LEASES TO INDIVIDUAL RESIDENTS 
FOR SPECIFIC PERIODS OF TIME NOT 
TO EXCEED THREE YEARS AND THAT 
SUCH LEASES PROVIDE FOR: 

(A) RENT TO BE AT FAIR MARKET 
VALUE AT THE COMMENCEMENT 
OF THE LEASE; 

(B) PERIODIC RENEWALS UNTIL 
JURY on LOUD 

(c) NO COMPENSATION AS OF 
JULY 2: f2005y 

(D) A PROHIBITION OF ASSIGNMENTS 

(E) TERMINATION UPON THE LESSEE 
CEASING TO RESIDE ON THE 
PREMISES} 

(F) REIMBURSEMENT TO THE LESSEE 
FOR REPAIRS AND IMPROVEMENTS 
ACCORDING TO A FORMULA UPON 
TERMINATION OR SURRENDER; 
AND 

(G) A LIMITED RIGHT TO SUBLET 
WITH THE CONSENT OF THE CITY, 
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I RECOMMEND THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO GIVE 
CONSIDERATION THROUGH ITS LEASING 
PROGRAMME TO SUBSIDIZED HOUSING 
FOR LOW INCOME TENANTS, 


It is my belief that most, if not all citizens of 
Metro would think it unfair that any resident of the 
Islands should be given a chance to remain there without 
having paid in full to Metro all arrears of occupation 
compensation. More than $150,000. is OUESTanding. it 
Should have to be paid together with interest. Interest 
Should be calculated, for want of a better formula, on 
the same basis and at the same rates that would have been 
applicable to realty tax arrears. If the individual does 


not want to pay it, he or she has no business to stay. 


IT RECOMMEND THAT IT BE A CONDITION PRECEDENT 
TO THE GRANTING OF A LEASE THAT 
THE RESIDENT PAY TO THE MUNICI- 
PALITY OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO 
THE FULL AMOUNT, TOGETHER WITH 
INTEREST, OF ANY AND ALL 
OUTSTANDING OCCUPATION COMPENSA- 
TION RELATING TO THAT RESIDENT, 
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A quick and intensive planning process will be 
necessary to ensure that a renewed community gets off on 
a solid footing. If a retained community is to be under 
the administration of the City of Toronto, its Planning 
and Development Department would be the appropriate body 
to take the immediate initiative to establish and develop 
this process. It may be that that Department would seek 
the involvement of the Island residents. 

During the planning process, while capital works are 
being put in place, and until the time that full compliance 
with housing standards can reasonably be expected, com- 
pliance with certain basic interim standards should be 
expected. These standards should be sensible in that they 
recognize the extraordinary circumstances in which ‘the 
residents find themselves but, at the same time, should 
addresss fully health and safety aspects in the interim. 

Standards during the interim period should be 
prescribed by the Council of the City or Toronto on the 
advice of both the Department of Planning and Development 
and the Department of Buildings and Inspections. 

Once promulgated, interim standards should be 


enforced. 
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I RECOMMEND THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO'S PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT UNDERTAKE 


AN IMMEDIATE AND COMPREHENSIVE 


PLANNING PROCESS WITH RESPECT TO 
A RENEWED RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY, 


I RECOMMEND THAT COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
TORONTO, ON THE ADVICE OF ITS 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DE- 
VELOPMENT AND DEPARTMENT OF 
BUILDINGS AND INSPECTIONS, 
PRESCRIBE APPROPRIATE HOUSING 
STANDARDS, WITH DUE REGARD FOR 
HEALTH AND SAFETY, APPLICABLE 
TO ISLAND RESIDENCES DURING AN 
INTERIM PERIOD, 


I RECOMMEND THAT, ONCE PROMULGATED, APPLICABLE 
HOUSING STANDARDS FOR THE INTERIM 


PERIOD SHOULD BE ENFORCED AND, 


THEREAFTER, FULL COMPLIANCE WITH 


HOUSING BY-LAW /5-68 SHOULD BE 
REQUIRED, 


The sum of the evidence relating to fire safety and 


the risk of conflagration causes me concern. 


That risk appears 


greater at Ward's, particularly because of the closeness 


of the homes, one to another. Suggestions were made that 


certain of the homes should be demolished or relocated. 


From an economic point of view, it may be that some 


of the homes should be demolished, as they have outworn 


their usefulness. 
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In cases where demolition is necessary or where a 
home, because of fire risk, should not remain LDA Les 
present location, it would be unfair to deprive the 
residents of Island living. 

There should be an opportunity for relocation and 
new construction where indicated or required. 

From a map supplied by Metro, one sees L6vaStsr2in 
the residential area shown as vacant: 4 on Algonquin 
Island and 12 at Ward's Island. 

It should be noted here, as well, that the evidence 
discloses that Metro is in possession of two houses on 
Algonquin Island. Perhaps these structures couldube 
allocated to two families who, as a result of the planning 


process, must be displaced. 


I RECOMMEND THAT AN IMMEDIATE STUDY BE CONDUCTED 
BY THE CITY OF TORONTO PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT IN 
CONSULTATION WITH THE FIRE CHIEF 
FOR THE CITY OF TORONTO TO DETER- 
MINE FROM A FIRE SAFETY POINT OF 
VIEW THE NEED FOR RELOCATION OF ANY 
ISLAND HOMES. 


I RECOMMEND THAT VACANT LOTS IN THE RESIDENTIAL 
AREA BE MADE AVAILABLE TO RECEIVE 
ANY HOMES REQUIRING RELOCATION 
BECAUSE OF FIRESPREADING RISK. 


568 


I RECCMMEND THAT DEMOLITION AND NEW CONSTRUCTION 
OF ISLAND RESIDENCES BE PERMITTED 
WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL AREA IN 
THOSE CASES WHERE THE EXISTING 
RESIDENCES DO NOT LEND THEMSELVES 
ECONOMICALLY TO REHABILITATION, 


Because of the concern of flooding resulting from 
high lake levels, some homes would wisely be elevated or 
relocated to higher lands within the residential area. 
The Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
is a body which has a great deal of expertise in the field 


of human habitation in flood-prone areas. 


I RECOMMEND THAT AN IMMEDIATE STUDY BE 
CONDUCTED BY THE CITY OF TORONTO 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPART- 
MENT IN CONSULTATION WITH THE 
METROPOLITAN TORONTO AND REGION 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITY TO 
DETERMINE THE NECESSITY OR 
DESIRABILITY OF ELEVATING OR 
RELOCATING ISLAND HOMES, 


I RECOMMEND THAT VACANT LOTS IN THE RESIDENTIAL 
AREA BE MADE AVAILABLE TO RECEIVE 
ANY HOMES REQUIRING RELOCATION 
BECAUSE OF FLOODING CONCERNS, 
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If and once it is decided to retain the residential 
community, efforts should immediately be directed to the 
sewer installation. The earliest completion date that 
can be hoped for is some time in late 1982. In keeping 
with general practices, the capital construction costs 
should be borne by the local municipality and connection 
costs from the lot line should be the responsibility of 
the individual householder. Operating costs of the 
system should be shared between the City and Metro 
according to an equitable formula relating to use. 
Needless to say, Metro would be expected to co-operate 
in granting the City an easement in the lands necessary 


for the sewer extension. 


I RECOMMEND THAT CONTINGENT PLANS AND PROPOSALS 
FOR THE INSTALLATION OF A SANITARY 
SEWAGE SYSTEM TO SERVICE THE 
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY BE IMMEDIATELY 
REVIEWED AND REFINED AS NECESSARY 
WITH A VIEW TO EARLY CONSTRUCTION 
AND CONNECTION TO THE EXISTING 
SYSTEM ON THE TORONTO ISLANDS 
RECENTLY BUILT AND NOW OPERATED 
BY THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO, CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION 
COSTS SHOULD BE BORNE BY THE CITY OF 
TORONTO FROM GENERAL TAX REVENUES, 
CONNECTION COSTS SHOULD BE PAID BY THE 
INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLDER. OPERATING 
COSTS SHOULD BE SHARED EQUITABLY 
BETWEEN THE MUNICIPALITY OF METRO- 
POLITAN TORONTO AND THE CITY OF 
TORONTO ACCORDING TO USAGE: 
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Watermains at Ward's Island are susceptible to frost 


and should be replaced. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE WATERMAINS ON WARD’S 
ISLAND BE REPLACED AS SOON AS 
PRACTICABLE. THE CAPITAL COSTS 
SHOULD BE BORNE BY THE CITY OF 
TORONTO FROM GENERAL TAX (REVENUES, 
CONNECTION COSTS SHOULD BE PAID 
BY THE INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLDER, 
OPERATING COSTS SHOULD CONTINUE 
TO BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE 
CITY OF TORONTO, 


The roads and sidewalks at Ward's Island are inadequate 
for emergency vehicular access. Work needs to be done on 
roads and sidewalks on Algonquin Island as well. This 


Should follow sewer and watermain installation. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE ROADS AND SIDEWALKS IN 
THE RESIDENTIAL AREA BE WIDENED 
AND REPLACED AS NECESSARY FOLLOWING 
ANY MAJOR CONSTRUCTION, CAPITAL 
COSTS SHOULD BE BORNE BY THE CITY 
OF TORONTO FROM GENERAL TAX 
REVENUES, MAINTENANCE COSTS 
SHOULD BE THE RESPONSIBILITY 
OF THE CITY OF TORONTO, 


Conflicting evidence on the adequacy of the street 
lighting facilities was given. The matter should be 


resolved and any necessary work undertaken. 


we 


I RECOMMEND THAT A STUDY OF STREET LIGHTING IN 
THE RESIDENTIAL AREA BE CONDUCTED 
JOINTLY BY THE CITY OF TORONTO AND 
TORONTO HYDRO ELECTRIC SYSTEM TO 
ASCERTAIN WHETHER THE CURRENT 
FACILITIES ARE ADEQUATE, IF THEY 
ARE NOT, THEY SHOULD BE REPAIRED OR 
REPLACED AS NECESSARY, ANY COSTS 
SHOULD BE BORNE BY THE CITY OF 
TORONTO AND TORONTO HYDRO ELECTRIC 
SYSTEM ACCORDING TO THEIR STANDARD 
PRACTICES IN THAT REGARD, 


The City of Toronto's zoning status with respect to 
the Toronto Islands is not suitable to allow the recommen- 


dations contained herein to be implemented. 


I RECOMMEND. THAT COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TORONTO 
TAKE IMMEDIATE STEPS TO ENACT A NEW 
ZONING BY-LAW DEALING WITH THE 
TORONTO ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY IN ITS RENEWED FORM 
TOGETHER WITH AN AMENDMENT TO THE 
OFFICIAL PLAN TO ACCOMMODATE SUCH 
A BY-LAW; AND THAT EARLY STEPS 
BE TAKEN TO OBTAIN THE NECESSARY 
APPROVALS FROM THE ONTARIO 
MUNICIPAL BOARD AND THE MINISTRY 
OF HOUSING FOR ONTARIO 
RESPECTIVELY, 
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The Ward's Island Clubhouse and the Algonquin Island 
Clubhouse are part and parcel of the Toronto Islands 
residential community. The City should grant leases for 
each of these clubhouses. The period of tenure should 
reflect that given to the residential community and the 
rent should be at fair market value, taking into account 
the use of the clubhouses. The community should be 


prohibited from subletting altogether. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO GRANT 
LEASES TO THE TORONTO ISLANDS 
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY FOR THE 
WARD'S ISLAND ASSOCIATION 
CLUBHOUSE AND THE ALGONQUIN 
ISLAND ASSOCIATION CLUBHOUSE 
WITH TENURE BEING SIMILAR TO 
THAT GIVEN IN THE CASE OF THE 
RESIDENCES AND THE RENT BEING 
AT FAIR MARKET VALUE, 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE LEASES WITH RESPECT 
TO THE TWO CLUBHOUSES CONTAIN 
AN EXPRESS PROHIBITION OF 
SUBLETTING, 


It may be that the renewed Toronto Islands residential 
community will economically support a corner grocery store 
or a laundromat or a similar facility. .The City of Torones 


should entertain that possibility. 
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I RECOMMEND THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO CONSIDER 
THE POSSIBILITY OF PERMITTING ONE 
OR MORE PRIVATE ENTERPRISES 
WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY 
TO OPERATE FOR THE CONVENIENCE 
OF THE TORONTO ISLANDS COMMUNITY. 


The evidence is that off-season ferry service would be 
reduced if the community were not to be retained and a 
Saving achieved. In the light of my recommendations, the 
level of the off-season ferry service should be maintained 
at is present level. Metro residents should not have to 
shoulder the costs of winter transportation services 
(ferry and bus) required for residents of a local MmunLCcL— 
pality. Nor should Metro residents have to pay any local 


municipal costs to support that community. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO BE REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN 
THE CURRENT LEVEL OF OFF-SEASON 
FERRY AND ANCILLARY BUS SERVICES, 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO BE REQUIRED 
TO PAY TO THE MUNICIPALITY OF METRO- 
POLITAN TORONTO ANY AMOUNTS FOR 
EXPENDITURES MADE OR DEFICITS INCURRED 
BY THE METROPOLITAN CORPORATION WITH 
RESPECT TO THE PROVISION BY THE 
METROPOLITAN CORPORATION OF ANY 
LOCAL MUNICIPAL SERVICES, INCLUDING 
FERRY AND BUS SERVICES,TO THE 
TORONTO ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY, 
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There was some evidence that a freight dock at 
Ward's Island would be required if the residential 


community were preserved. 


I RECOMMEND THAT AN IMMEDIATE STUDY BE 
CONDUCTED BY A JOINT COMMITTEE 
OF OFFICIALS OF THE MUNICIPALITY 
OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO AND OF 
THE. CITY OF TORONTO 10° DETERMINE 
THE NEED FOR A FREIGHT DOCK AT 
WARD'S ISLAND, CONSIDERING THE 
EFFECT OF CONSTRUCTION AND OTHER 
HEAVY TRAFFIC ON THE ROADS SYSTEM 
IN THE TORONTO ISLAND PARK AND 
THE RESPECTIVE NEEDS OF A RENEWED 
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY AND THE 
METROPOLITAN TORONTO PARKS 
PROGRAMME AT THE EASTERN SECTION 
OF THE TORONTO ISLANDS. IN THE 
EVENT THAT SUCH A DOCK IS NECESSARY 
AND DESIRABLE, CAPITAL COSTS 
SHOULD BE SHARED EQUITABLY 
BETWEEN THE MUNICIPALITY OF 
METROPOLITAN TORONTO AND THE CITY 
OF TORONTO ACCORDING TO PROJECTED 
USAGE, 


The execution of the writs of possession in the hands 
of Metro with respect to the Island residences and club- 
houses is stayed until July 1, 1981. If the direction 


contained in these recommendations is implemented and 
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arrangements are made for the City of Toronto to lease 
the lands from Metro and administer a renewed residential 
community, the subject writs of possession shauld be 
assigned to the City of Toronto by Provincial legislation 
Or otherwise = Minathte wayzeicherertyyot) Toronto will have 
Ssurficienticontrol ofthe situation jan order to deal 
appropriately with the Island residences as may appear 


at that time. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE WRITS OF POSSESSION 
WITH RESPECT TO THE TORONTO 
ISLAND RESIDENCES AND CLUB~- 
HOUSES BE ASSIGNED, BY 
PROVINCIAL LEGISLATION OR 
OTHERWISE, TO THE CITY OF 
TORONTO, 


The implementation of the recommendations contained 
herein in their existing or in a modified form will require 
quick action by all three levels of government involved. 


This may be by legislation, by-law enactment or otherwise. 


I RECOMMEND THAT THE PROVINCE OF ONTARIO, THE 
MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO 
AND THE CITY OF TORONTO TAKE 
IMMEDIATE ACTION AS NECESSARY IN 
ORDER TO IMPLEMENT WHATEVER 
RESOLUTION IS ULTIMATELY MADE 
WITHORESPECT 10 TRE FUTURE OF THE 
TORONTO ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY, 
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LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


RECOMMENDATION 1: THAT THE FUTURE USE OF THE LANDS ON 
ALGONQUIN ISLAND AND WARD'S ISLAND 
IN THE CITY OF TORONTO, THAT ON THE 
19TH DAY OF ocTOBER, 1979 WERE 
OCCUPIED AND USED FOR RESIDENTIAL 
PURPOSES, BE THE SAME AS THEIR USE 
ON THAT DATE, 


RECOMMENDATION 2: THAT THE SUBJECT LANDS REMAIN NOW 
AND FOREVER IN PUBLIC OWNERSHIP, 


RECOMMENDATION 3: THAT THE OWNERSHIP OF THE RESIDENTIAL 
PORTIONS OF THE TORONTO ISLANDS BE IN 
THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO, NOTWITHSTANDING THEIR 
RESIDENTIAL USE, 


RECOMMENDATION 4: THAT THE TORONTO HARBOUR COMMISSIONERS 
FORMALLY CONVEY TO THE MUNICIPALITY 
OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO OWNERSHIP OR 
WHATEVER OTHER LEGAL INTEREST THEY 
MAY HAVE IN THE LANDS COMPRISING THE 
TORONTO ISLANDS, EXCEPT SUCH PORTIONS 
OF ALL SUCH LANDS AS ARE SET ASIDE 
AND USED OR REQUIRED FOR THE PURPOSES 
OF THE TORONTO ISLAND AIRPORT, 


RECOMMENDATION 5: THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO ADMINISTER 
A CONTINUED TORONTO ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY, 


RECOMMENDATION 6: THAT THE RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ON 
THE TORONTO ISLANDS REMAIN ESSENTIALLY 
AT ITS PRESENT SIZE, 
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RECOMMENDATION 7: THAT A LEASE OF THE RESIDENTIAL 
LANDS AS THEY CURRENTLY EXIST, 
ALLOWING FOR SOME PLANNING 
FLEXIBILITY, BE GRANTED BY THE 
MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO TO THE CITY OF TORONTO, 


RECOMMENDATION 8: THAT THE LEASE FROM THE MUNICIPALITY 
OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO TO THE CITY 
OF TOROS BE FOR A PERIOD UNTIL 
JULY! Ole ZOOS 


RECOMMENDATION 9: THAT THE RENT PAYABLE FROM THE CITY 
OF TORONTO TO THE MUNICIPALITY OF 
METROPOLITAN TORONTO BE AT THE FAIR 
MARKET VALUE OF LANDS USED FOR 
RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES, AND BE SUBJECT 
TO REVIEW AT INTERVALS OF NOT MORE 
THAN FIVE YEARS, FAILING AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE PARTIES, THE RATES 
SHOULD BE DETERMINED BY ARBITRATION, 


RECOMMENDATION 10: THAT ISLAND RESIDENCE BE RESTRICTED 
TO THOSE WHO PLAN AND UNDERTAKE TO 
RESIDE THERE ON A YEAR-ROUND BASIS, 


RECOMMENDATION 11: THAT, IN A CONTINUED RESIDENTIAL 
) COMMUNITY, THE CURRENT OCCUPANT BE 
GIVEN | PREFERENCE OVER AN ABSENTEE , 
OWNER” AND THAT AN ABSENTEE “OWNER 
BE GIVEN PREFERENCE OVER ANY 
NEWCOMER, 


RECOMMENDATION 12: THAT THE LEASING PROGRAMME BY THE 
CITY OF TORONTO BE SUCH THAT THERE 
IS NO ROOM FOR WINDFALL GAINS, 
CORRESPONDING PROFITS OR SPECULATION 
IN TORONTO ISLAND HOMES, 


RECOMMENDATION 13: THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO GRANT LEASES 

TO INDIVIDUAL RESIDENTS FOR SPECIFIC 
PERIODS OF TIME NOT TO EXCEED THREE 
YEARS AND THAT SUCH LEASES PROVIDE 
FOR: 
(A) RENT TO BE AT FAIR MARKET 

VALUE AT THE COMMENCEMENT OF 

THE LEASE} 


RECOMMENDATION 14: 


RECOMMENDATION 15: 


RECOMMENDATION 16: 


RECOMMENDATION 17: 


RECOMMENDATION 18: 
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(B) PERIODIC RENEWALS UNTIL 

ie JULYmod jo 20053 

C) NO COMPENSATION AS OF 
JULY aie 3005; 

(D) A PROHIBITION OF ASSIGNMENT; 

(E) TERMINATION UPON THE LESSEE 
CEASING TO RESIDE ON THE 
PREMISES} 

(F) REIMBURSEMENT TO THE LESSEE 
FOR REPAIRS AND IMPROVEMENTS 
ACCORDING TO A FORMULA UPON 
TERMINATION OR SURRENDER} 
AND 

LG) =Ae BIMITED::RIGHIA TO SUBLET 
WITH THE CONSENT OF THE CITY, 


THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO GIVE 
CONSIDERATION THROUGH ITS LEASING 
PROGRAMME TO SUBSIDIZED HOUSING FOR 
LOW INCOME TENANTS, 


THAT IT BE A CONDITION PRECEDENT TO 

THE GRANTING OF A LEASE THAT THE 
RESIDENT PAY TO THE MUNICIPALITY OF 
METROPOLITAN TORONTO THE FULL AMOUNT, 
TOGETHER WITH INTEREST, OF ANY AND 

ALL OUTSTANDING OCCUPATION COMPENSATION 
RELATING TO THAT RESIDENT, 


THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO'S PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT UNDERTAKE 
AN IMMEDIATE AND COMPREHENSIVE 
PLANNING PROCESS WITH RESPECT TO A 
RENEWED RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY, 


THAT COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TORONTO, 

ON THE ADVICE OF ITS DEPARTMENT OF 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT AND DEPARTMENT 
OF BUILDINGS AND INSPECTIONS, PRESCRIBE 
APPROPRIATE HOUSING STANDARDS, WITH DUE 
REGARD FOR HEALTH AND SAFETY, APPLICABLE 
ue ISLAND RESIDENCES DURING AN INTERIM 
PERIOD, 


THAT, ONCE PROMULGATED, APPLICABLE 
HOUSING STANDARDS FOR THE INTERIM 

PERIOD SHOULD BE ENFORCED AND, THEREAFTER, 
FULL COMPLIANCE WITH HOUSING BY-LAW 

3-68 SHOULD BE REQUIRED, 
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RECOMMENDATION 19: THAT AN IMMEDIATE STUDY BE 
CONDUCTED BY THE CITY OF TORONTO 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
IN CONSULTATION WITH THE FIRE CHIEF 
FOR THE CITY OF TORONTO TO DETERMINE 
FROM A FIRE SAFETY POINT OF VIEW 
THE NEED FOR RELOCATION OF ANY 
ISLAND HOMES, 


RECOMMENDATION 20: THAT VACANT LOTS IN THE RESIDENTIAL 
AREA BE MADE AVAILABLE TO RECEIVE 
ANY HOMES REQUIRING RELOCATION 
BECAUSE OF FIRESPREADING RISK, 


RECOMMENDATION 21: THAT DEMOLITION AND NEW CONSTRUCTION 
OF ISLAND RESIDENCES BE PERMITTED 
WITHIN THE RESIDENTIAL AREA IN THOSE 
CASES WHERE THE EXISTING RESIDENCES 
DO NOT LEND THEMSELVES ECONOMICALLY 
TO REHABILITATION, 


RECOMMENDATION 22: THAT AN IMMEDIATE STUDY BE CONDUCTED 
BY THE CITY OF TORONTO PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT IN CONSULTATION 
WITH THE METROPOLITAN TORONTO AND 
REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY TO 
DETERMINE THE NECESSITY OR DESIRABILITY 
OF ELEVATING OR RELOCATING ISLAND 
HOMES, 


RECOMMENDATION 23: THAT VACANT LOTS IN THE RESIDENTIAL 
AREA BE MADE AVAILABLE TO RECEIVE ANY 
HOMES REQUIRING RELOCATION BECAUSE OF 
FLOODING CONCERNS, 


RECOMMENDATION 24: THAT CONTINGENT PLANS AND PROPOSALS FOR 
THE INSTALLATION OF A SANITARY SEWAGE 
SYSTEM TO SERVICE THE RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY BE IMMEDIATELY REVIEWED AND 
REFINED AS NECESSARY WITH A VIEW TO 
EARLY CONSTRUCTION AND CONNECTION TO 
THE EXISTING SYSTEM ON THE TORONTO 
ISLANDS RECENTLY BUILT AND NOW OPERATED 
BY THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO, CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SHOULD BE BORNE BY THE CITY OF TORONTO 
FROM GENERAL TAX REVENUES, CONNECTION 
COSTS SHOULD BE PAID BY THE INDIVIDUAL 
HOUSEHOLDER, OPERATING COSTS SHOULD BE 
SHARED EQUITABLY BETWEEN THE MUNICIPALITY 
OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO AND THE CITY OF 
TORONTO ACCORDING TO USAGE, 
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RECOMMENDATION 25: THAT THE WATERMAINS ON WARD’S ISLAND 
BE REPLACED AS SOON AS, PRACTICABLE, 
THE CAPITAL COSTS SHOULD BE BORNE BY 
THE CITY OF TORONTO FROM GENERAL TAX 
REVENUES. CONNECTION COSTS SHOULD BE 
PAID BY THE INDIVIDUAL HOUSEHOLDER. 
OPERATING COSTS SHOULD CONTINUE TO 
BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CITY OF 
TORONTO, 


RECOMMENDATION 26: THAT THE ROADS AND SIDEWALKS IN THE 
RESIDENTIAL AREA BE WIDENED AND 
REPLACED AS NECESSARY FOLLOWING ANY 
MAJOR CONSTRUCTION, CAPITAL COSTS 
SHOULD BE BORNE BY THE CITY OF TORONTO 
FROM GENERAL TAX REVENUES. MAINTENANCE 
COSTS SHOULD BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF 
THE CITY OF TORONTO, 


RECOMMENDATION 27: THAT A STUDY OF STREET LIGHTING IN THE 
RESIDENTIAL AREA BE CONDUCTED JOINTLY 
BY THE CITY OF TORONTO AND TORONTO 
HYDRO ELECTRIC SYSTEM TO ASCERTAIN 
WHETHER THE CURRENT FACILITIES ARE 
ADEQUATE, IF THEY ARE NOT, THEY SHOULD 
BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED AS NECESSARY, 
ANY COSTS SHOULD BE BORNE BY THE CITY 
OF TORONTO AND TORONTO HYDRO ELECTRIC 
SYSTEM ACCORDING TO THEIR STANDARD 
PRACTICES IN THAT REGARD, 


RECOMMENDATION 28: THAT COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TORONTO 
TAKE IMMEDIATE STEPS TO ENACT A NEW 
ZONING BY-LAW DEALING WITH THE TORONTO 
ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY IN ITS 
RENEWED FORM TOGETHER WITH AN AMENDMENT 
TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN TO ACCOMMODATE SUCH 
A BY-LAW; AND THAT EARLY STEPS BE TAKEN 
TO OBTAIN THE NECESSARY APPROVALS FROM 
THE ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD AND THE 
MINISTRY OF HOUSING FOR ONTARIO 
RESPECTIVELY, 


RECOMMENDATION 29: 


RECOMMENDATION 30: 


RECOMMENDATION 31: 


RECOMMENDATION 32: 


RECOMMENDATION 33: 
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THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO GRANT LEASES 
TO THE TORONTO ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY FOR THE WARD S ISLAND 
ASSOCIATION CLUBHOUSE AND THE 

ALGONQUIN ISLAND ASSOCIATION CLUBHOUSE, 
WITH TENURE BEING SIMILAR TO THAT 

GIVEN IN THE CASE OF THE RESIDENCES 

AND THE RENT BEING AT FAIR MARKET VALUE. 


THAT THE LEASES WITH RESPECT TO THE TWO 
CLUBHOUSES CONTAIN AN EXPRESS 
PROHIBITION OF SUBLETTING, 


THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO CONSIDER THE 
POSSIBILITY OF PERMITTING ONE OR MORE 
PRIVATE ENTERPRISES WITHIN THE 
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY TO OPERATE FOR 
THE CONVENIENCE OF THE TORONTO ISLANDS 
COMMUNITY, 


THAT THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO BE REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN THE 
CURRENT LEVEL OF OFF-SEASON FERRY AND 
ANCILLARY BUS SERVICES, 


THAT THE CITY OF TORONTO BE REQUIRED TO 
PAY TO THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO ANY AMOUNTS FOR EXPENDITURES 
MADE OR DEFICITS INCURRED BY THE 
METROPOLITAN CORPORATION WITH RESPECT 
TO THE PROVISION BY THE METROPOLITAN 
CORPORATION OF ANY LOCAL MUNICIPAL 
SERVICES, INCLUDING FERRY AND BUS 
SERVICES,TO THE TORONTO ISLANDS 
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY. 


RECOMMENDATION 34: 


RECOMMENDATION 35: 


RECOMMENDATION 36: 
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THAT AN IMMEDIATE STUDY BE CONDUCTED 
BY A JOINT COMMITTEE OF OFFICIALS OF 
THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO AND OF THE CITY OF TORONTO TO 
DETERMINE THE NEED FOR A FREIGHT DOCK 
AT WARD S ISLAND, CONSIDERING THE 
EFFECT OF CONSTRUCTION AND OTHER HEAVY 
TRAFFIC ON THE ROADS SYSTEM IN THE 
TORONTO ISLAND PARK AND THE RESPECTIVE 
NEEDS OF A RENEWED RESIDENTIAL 
COMMUNITY AND THE METROPOLITAN TORONTO 
PARKS PROGRAMME AT THE EASTERN SECTION 
OF THE TORONTO ISLANDS, IN THE EVENT 
THAT SUCH A DOCK IS NECESSARY AND 
DESIRABLE, CAPITAL COSTS SHOULD BE> 
SHARED EQUITABLY BETWEEN THE MUNICI- 
PALITY OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO AND THE 
CITY OF TORONTO ACCORDING TO PROJECTED 
USAGE, 


THAT THE WRITS OF POSSESSION WITH 

RESPECT TO THE TORONTO ISLAND RESIDENCES 
AND CLUBHOUSES BE ASSIGNED, BY PROVINCIAL 
LEGISLATION OR OTHERWISE, TO THE CITY OF 
TORONTO, 


THAT THE PROVINCE OF ONTARIO, THE 
MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO 

AND THE CITY OF TORONTO TAKE IMMEDIATE 
ACTION AS NECESSARY IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT 
WHATEVER RESOLUTION IS ULTIMATELY MADE 
WITH RESPECT TO THE FUTURE OF THE TORONTO 
ISLANDS RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY, 
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APPENDIX A 


INFORMAL HEARINGS 


ORAL SUBMISSIONS 


Those making oral submissions were... 


ADAMS, Jay 
ADAMSON, Lyn 
ALLEN, John 
ALTON, Janis 


ANNEX RESIDENTS' ASSOCIATION 
presented by Jim Lemon 


BAIRD, George 
BARTMAN, Gordon 
BASKIN, Harry 
BERNECKY, Bob 
BLACK, Gloria 


BUCH, Joseph 
speaking on behalf of his unnamed uncle 


BURNETT, Attalia 


CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING FEDERATION OF TORONTO 
presented by Catharine Odell 


COPELAND, Ted 


CROMBIE, David 
Member of Parliament, Rosedale 


CURRIE, Ted 


DOIRON, Joan (together with Bob Spencer) 
Trustee, Ward 6, Toronto Board of Education 


EAST YORK, BOROUGH OF 
presented by Donald Van Mierlo 
Alderman, Ward 3, Borough of East York 
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EGGLETON, Art 
Alderman, Ward 4, City of Toronto 


EINARSON, Henry 
EISENBERG, Robert 


FEDERATION OF METRO TENANTS' ASSOCIATIONS 
presented by Nelson Clark 


FINE, Judylaine 
FIRCHAU, Vilma 
cl Sb Aen Sab ot a} 
GEMMELL, Jack 


GREENE, Barbara 
Control, Ler, cLiy Of North York 


GROSSMAN, The Honourable Larry 
Member of Legislative Assembly, St. Andrew-St. Patrick 


HISLOP, George 
HOFFMAN, Gary 
HOLT, James 
HURD, Barbara 
JAMES, Richard 
KENT, Clement 
KREHM, Jonathan 
LaBELL, Albert 
LAYTON, Jack 
LEGG, Mary 
McDONALD, James 


McMURTRY, Peter 
on behalf of three named families 


METRO NEW DEMOCRATS 
presented by Gordon Crann 
Alderman, Ward 3, Borough of East York 
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METRO TENANTS LEGAL SERVICES 
presented by Mark Leach 


MILES, Simon 

NAYLOR, Bob 

NEW DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS (14 members, 

City of Toronto and Metropolitan Toronto) 
presented by Richard Johnston 

Member of Legislative Assembly, Scarborough West 
NEWMAN, D.M. 

OUTRAM, Richard 

PASTERNAK, Harry 


PEOPLE OR PLANES 
presented by Charles Godfrey 


POVILATTIS, Harold 

POWELL, Allan 

RICHARDSON, Darlene 

on behalf of her family and some unnamed residents 
of Harbour Square 

RUTHERFORD, Brent 

on his own behalf and on behalf of an unnamed 
handicapped person 

ST. ANDREW-ST. PATRICK NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY 
RIDING ASSOCIATION 

presented by Donald Nethery 


ST. GEORGE NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY RIIDNG ASSOCIATION 
presented by Paul Jones 


SHAW, Allan 
SHAW, Edward 
SHERMAN, Sadie 
SMITH, Ronald 


SPARROW, Allan 
Alderman, Ward 6, City of Toronto 
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SPENCER, Bob (together with Joan Doiron) 
Trustee, Ward 6, Toronto Board of Education 


STEINHAUR, Norman 
TORONTO BOARD OF EDUCATION 
presented by Fiona Nelson 


Chairman, Toronto Board of Education 


TORONTO REDEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COUNCIL 
presented by John Bryan 


TORONTO TEACHERS' FEDERATION 
presented by Judy Greenfield 


TELTEL, David 
USHER, Tony 
WALSH, David 


WARD 1 COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION, CITY OF TORONTO 
presented by Diana Fancher 


WARD 6 NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY, CITY OF TORONTO 
presented by Kay Parsons 


WILDE, David 
WILLIAM, Bruce 


YAGER, Leslie 
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APPENDIX B 


FORMAL HEARINGS 


Those testifying were... 


AITKEN, Alice 
Island Resident 


AMER, Elizabeth 
Island Resident, Co-Chairman, Toronto Island 
Residents' Association 


ANDERSON, Mary 
Island Resident 


ATKINSON, Campbell 
Island Resident 


BARRY, Christopher 
Island Resident 


BATEMAN, John 
Fire Marshal, Ministry of the Solicitor General 
(Ontario) 


BONSER, Bernard 
Fire. ChieL, City of Toxronta 


BOWER, Robert 
Commissioner, Planning Department, Metropolitan 
Toronto 


BRENNER, Bernard 
Manager, Distribution, Planning and Design, 
Toronto Hydro 


BROWN, Douglas 
General Manager, William Beasley Enterprises Limited 


BROWN, Ian 
General Manager, Toronto Harbour Commissioners 


BUNDY, Robert 
Commissioner, Parks and Property Department, 
Metropolitan Toronto 


CHAMBERLAIN, Simon 
Program Manager-Research, Planning and Development 
Department, City of Toronto 


COOK, George 
Deputy Commissioner, Buildings and Inspections 
Department, City of Toronto 


COSTELLO, Patrick 
Commodore, Westwood Sailing Club 


CRIDLAND, Peter 
Island Resident 


DAVIS, Harold 
Commodore, Island Yacht Club 


DOHERTY, Douglas 
Deputy Commissioner, Public Works Department, 
CLEy Of -TOrOntoO 


du TOIT, Sheila 
Island Resident 


FERGUSON, Robert 
Deputy Commissioner, Works Department, Metropolitan 
TOLOnLO 


FILBY, James 
Treasurer (The Boston Mills Press) 


FORREST ,* ivan 
Commissioner, Parks and Recreation Department, Ory 
Ot TOLOnLO 


FOWLER, David 
Vice-Commodore, Queen City Yacht Club 


GARRETT, Michael 
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Administrator, Water Resources Division, Metropolitan 


Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 


HESS, John 


Supervisor, Fire Protection Unit, Office: of the Fire 


Marshal, Ministry of the Solicitor General (Ontario) 


HOWARD, Alan 
Curator, Marine Museum of Upper Canada 


JAFFARY, Karl 
Commissioner, Toronto Harbour Commissioners 


KRISTOFFY, Nicholas 
Director, Management Planning and Evaluation Branch, 
Ministry of Housing (Ontario) 
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LaBELL, Albert 
Mainland Resident 


LaFORME, Harry 
Counsel and Member, Mississaugas of the New Credit 


LAWLER, Penny 
Island Resident 


MARKS, Jack 
Deputy Chief, Metropolitan Toronto Police Department 


MAZZA, Ron 
Island Resident, Co-Chairman, Toronto Island Residents' 
Association 


McGINNIS, John 
Managing Director, Toronto Historical Board 


McGUFFIN, James 
General Secretary, Toronto Transit Commission 


McKENZIE, Joe 
President, Toronto Island Marina 


McKEOWN, Edward 
Acting Director, Toronto Board of Education 


MILLER, Sarah 
Island Resident 


MILLS, Frank 
Director of Planning and Development, Harbourfront 


MILLWARD, Robert 
Deputy Commissioner, Planning and Development 
Department, City of Toronto 


MOSS, George 
Medical Officer of Health, City of Toronto 


MYERS, Elizabeth 
District Manager, Midtown South Region, Customer 
Service Department, Bell Canada 


ONYSCHUK, Roy 
General Manager, Metropolitan Toronto Region, 
Consumers' Gas Company 


PACKARD, Reginald 
Manager, Commercial and Residential Services Department, 
Toronto Hydro 


Soi 


PEAT, James 
Director of Financial Services and Deputy Treasurer, 
Metropolitan Toronto 


PEDDIE, Richard 
Director, Planning Division, Housing Department, 
Cicy Oo: Toronto 


PELLEGRINO, Anthony 
Director, Operations Section, Public Works Department, 
EL ty os Toronco 


PERKINS, Dale 
Island Resident 


Purt,. Ruth 
Island Resident 


ROBERTS, Christopher 
Deputy Commissioner, Parks Department, Metropolitan 
Toronto 


THOMPSON, Arthur 
Regional Assessment Commissioner, Ministry of Revenue 
(Ontario) 


THOMPSON, Thomas 
General Director, Metropolitan Toronto Zoo 


TOMLINSON, Ray 
Commissioner, Social Services Department, Metropolitan 
Toronto 


VAN BUSKIRK, Peter 
General Manager, Royal Canadian Yacht Club 


VAN ZON, Yvonne 
Vice-Commodore, North Toronto Sailing Club 


VICTOR, Peter 
Economist, Victor & Burrell (Research and Consulting) 


WALLER, Garfield 
Vice-President, Dalmar Foods Limited 


WARD, Keith 
Project Planner, Housing Department, Clty of Porenco 


WEBER, Bruce 
Island Resident 
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WILFORD, Walter 


Commissioner of Finance and City Treasurer, 
City of Toronto 


WOLMAN, Frank 


Deloitte, Haskins & Sells Associates, Management 
Consultants 
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APPENDIX C 


WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 


Thosé making written submissions were... 


(* indicates those who also made oral submissions at 
the informal hearings) 


ACKER, Alison 

ADAMS, Douglas & Jessie (3 submissions) 
ATKINSON, C.W. (over 20 submissions) 
BELL, Jean 

BERRY, Vivian 

BOND, Betty 

BRUKWELL, Mrs. G.H. 

BUCK, Alan 

BURROWS, Margaret 


CACCIA, Charles 
Member of Parliament, Davenport 


CHARLES STREET TENANTS' ASSOCIATION 
CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING FEDERATION 
COPELAND, Ted 

CROW, Robert and KOSNY, Mitchell 
CROWLE, Aylmer 

DAY, James 

desGEUS; Patricia 

de PENCIER, Michael 

DIXON, Mary 


DOIRON, Joan and SPENCER, Bob 
Trustees, Ward 6, Toronto Board of Education 


DONAY, Margaret 


DRAPER, Mr. & Mrs. J. 
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DREW, Diane & Harley 
EDWARDS, Marguerite 


EGGLETON, Art 
Alderman, Ward 4, City of Toronto 


EINARSON, Henry 

EISENBERG, Robert 

ETOBICOKE, Borough of 

FEDERATION OF METRO TENANTS' ASSOCIATIONS 
FELLS, Kittie and 9 others 

FIRCHAU, Vilma 

ERY 7oe RC 

FURST, Barbara 

GOLDEN, Mark 

GOTTLIEB, Martin 

GRANGE AREA CO-OPERATIVE HOMES INCORPORATED 
GREGG, Bernice 

HANSEN, Robert & Helen 

HARDING, Barbara 

HEYDE, Peter 

HOFFMAN, Gary 

HORP, “biliwvan 

HUNT, Brian 

HURD, Barbara 

HURON-SUSSEX RESIDENTS ORGANIZATION 


HVIDSTEN, Sylvia 
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JAMES, Richard (2 submissions) 
JOHNSON, Julia 

KARTINEN, Irene 

KENNEDY, Lillie 

KING, Dorothy 

KJELLBERG, Judith and WELLMAN, Barry 
KNUTSON, Marjorie 

KREHM, Jonathan 

LABBE, Michel 

LADD, Val 

LANGLEY, Nancy 

LARSON, Mary 

LEACH, Judith 

DHAnHY,, RM. 

LEE, Terry 

Lick, Mr, and Mrs. Douglas and 7 others 
LOMAX, Gladys 

LOUNSBURY, Joan 

MacLEOD, H.D. 

MACQUEEN, Pearl & Walter 
MAHOOD, Garfield 

MALIC,. Hows 

MANCUSO Jr., Frank 

MARINETT, Hilda 

McDONALD, James 


McGUINNESS, L.B. 
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MELESKI, Margita (2 submissions) 
METRO TENANTS LEGAL SERVICES 
MILES, Simon 

MINNOCK, Isabel 

MITCHELID, .C.. 

MUNGALL, Constance 

MURRAY, Sheila 

MUSSON, June & Herman 

NEWMAN, D.M. 

O'BRIEN, M. 

O'NEIL, Barbara and FRENCH, Jerry 
ONTARIO NEW DEMOCRATS 

OUTRAM, Richard 

PATTERSON, Sharon & Bracley 
PELLIER, Brenda 

PEOPLE OR PLANES 

PLATT, Joan 

PUTT, Raymond 

REID, Helen 

RICHARDSON, Darlene 

REVALL, Mrs. KM. 

ROBERTSON, C. 

ROBERTSON, David and GRIER, Ruth 
respectively, Alderman, Ward 4 and Ward 5 
Borough of Etobicoke 

ROSS, Samuel 


ROSS, Val 


RUNGE, Jean 

RUTHERFORD, Brent 

SAUNDERS, Mr. & Mrs. J. 
SCARBOROUGH, Borough of 
SCHOENBORN, Luise (2 submissions) 
SCHWARTZ, Abe 

SEA HAWKS BOYS' CLUB 

SEVEN OAKS COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 


SEWELL, John 
Mayor, City of Toronto 


SHEARER, Bill & Selma 

SHERMAN, Sadie 

SMITH, Ronald 

STAPLEY, J.F. 

STEELE, Mrs. Grant 

STOCKMAN, Roger 

"SUMMER ISLANDERS" 

TAYLOR, Harold 

TILTON, Mrs. As 

TORONTO BOARD OF EDUCATION (2 submissions) 
TORONTO REDEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COUNCIL 
TORONTO SOCIETY OF ARCHITECTS 

TORONTO TEACHERS' FEDERATION 

TRUDELLE, Gilles 

VUK, Lucy 


WAGNER, M.D. 
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WALLINGFORD, Violet 

WALSH, David 

WARD 1 COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION, CITY OF TORONTO 
WARD 6 COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION, CITY OF TORONTO 
WAYNE, Peter 

WELCH, Donald 

WELCH, F. 

WILSON, Roger 

WOOD, Mrs. Don 

WORTERS, Elinor 

YAGER, Leslie 


ZAK, Gadi 


Ai sind BOPORD,  Vigiet) 


WALSH. Dewls be 
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